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The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable MACK 
MATTINGLY, a Senator from the State 
of Georgia. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
God of Peace, the world languishes 

for peace, yet that which is universally 
desired seems out of reach. We want 
peace, but we make war-in our fami
lies, between spouses, parents, and 
children. We make war in industry, be
tween labor and management. We 
make war between races, between col
leagues and peers, even among friends. 
Our courts are clogged with litiga
tion-yet we profess too long for 
peace. 

God of Judgment, may we hear the 
word of Thy servant, James: "What 
causes wars, and what causes fightings 
among you? Is it not your passions 
that are at war in your members? You 
desire and do not have, so you kill. 
You covet and cannot obtain, so you 
fight and wage war." <James 4: 1,2>. 

Patient, long-suffering Father, give 
us the will to peace in our hearts, in 
our homes, and everywhere. Help us to 
hear the word of Jesus: "Blessed are 
the peacemakers, for they shall be 
called sons of God." <Matthew 5: 9). In 
His name we pray. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore <Mr. THulurloND). 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PllBsmENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., JuJ:g 13, 1983. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable MACK MAT
TIBGLY, a Senator from the State of Geor
gia, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

STRoll THululoND, 
Pruident pro tempore. 

Mr. MATTINGLY thereupon as
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

<Legislative day of Monday, July 11, 1983> 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 

SENATE SCHEDULE 
OJINIBUS DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, when 
we resume consideration of S. 675, the 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill, it is my hope that we can make 
good progress and dispose of amend
ments promptly and regularly, for I 
continue to feel that it is imperative 
that we finish this bill this week. 

I have advised both managers, Sena
tors ToWER and JACKSON, that I will 
ask the Senate to remain in today as 
long as they feel it is useful and profit
able from a legislative standpoint. 

Mr. President, what I hope we can 
do today is deal with at least two of 
the principal controversial amend
ments. The three amendments. as I 
observe them, that will cause the most 
conflict are binary gas, the B-1 
bomber, and the MX missile. Any two 
of those would suit me just fine. 
Maybe we can dispose of all of the 
other amendments on this bill today 
by staying late, if necessary. and put 
us in a position then to deal with the 
remaining amendment tomorrow and 
have final passage of this measure 
sometime tomorrow afternoon or to
morrow evening. 

If that is the case, Mr. President, it 
would not be my intention to ask the 
Senate to remain in session on Friday. 
If that is not the case-that is, if we 
have not finished this bill-I believe I 
have no alternative except to ask the 
Senate to be in and active on Friday 
and Saturday, if necessary. 

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION 
OF ROUTINE MORNING BUSI
NESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, after the rec
ognition of the two leaders under the 
standing order, there be a period for 
the transaction of routine morning 
business to extend no longer than 
11:30 a.m. in which Senators may 
speak for not more than 3 minutes 
each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
no further need for my time under the 

standing order and, as now arranged 
for, the bill will recur as the pending 
business and a reported amendment 
will recur as the pending question at 
the expiration of the time for transac
tion of routine morning business. 

Mr. President, if the minority leader 
needs additional time, I am happy to 
yield to him any time I have remain
ing. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE
MESSAGE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, before I 
yield my remaining time to the minori
ty leader, I see there is a messenger at 
the door once more. I observe that he 
is here almost every day. I try to head 
him off to see if he has good news or 
bad and he never will tell me, which 
makes him a diligent messenger of the 
President of the United States. So I 
yield so the Chair can admit him. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this interrup
tion occur after the statement by both 
leaders under the standing order. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The Senate will receive a message 
from the President of the United 
States. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Acting 
President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to 
the appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.> 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE
MESSAGES 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 
any time I have remaining to the mi
nority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader. 

I suppose my unanimous-consent re
quest covers a statement which I may 

e This .. bullet .. symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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have later today or may not have, 
which would be inserted immediately 
following whatever the majority 
leader would like to have in the 
RECORD prior to the entry of the mes
senger. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. If it is within the pur
view of ourselves to make this request, 
I make that a standing request 
throughout this session. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to that, but I am perfect
ly willing to admit the messenger after 
the minority leader speaks. I have in 
the past done it at the conclusion of 
my remarks. I have no preference one 
way or the other. I would be pleased 
for the Senator to go ahead and make 
his request, but if he does not want to 
make that request, I can assure him 
we will not make a problem out of 
that. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. I think it is a proper place for 
the messenger to come in after the 
two leaders have spoken. I have noth
ing at this point I want to say, but I 
would say that, when I was the majori
ty leader, I did want any messengers 
to appear after both the majority 
leader and the minority leader had a 
chance to speak. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I do not 
believe the minority leader and I have 
discussed this before, so I am some
what surprised by it, but I am not con
cerned about it. I can assure the mi
nority leader if that is his wish, we will 
do it that way in the future. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. President, I am ready, if the ma
jority leader is ready, to proceed with 
the nominations on the executive cal
endar. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I had 
planned to do that during morning 
business, but we can do it right now. 

Mr. BYRD. I have a meeting going 
on in my office made up of West Vir
ginians, and I would like to do it now. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now go into executive session for the 
purpose of considering nominations 
beginning on page 3, under Depart
ment of Defense, including all of the 
nominations on that page, all the 
nominations on page 4, all the nomina
tions on page 5, and the nom.i.Qations 
placed on the Secretary's desk in the 
Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy. 

Could I inquire of the minority 
leader if he is cleared to consider the 
ones I have just identified? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
Then, Mr. President, I make that re
quest. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of Delbert L. Spurlock, Jr., of 
Virginia, to be an Assistant Secretary 
of the Army. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

AIR FORCE 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of Maj. Gen. Edgar A. Chavar
rie, U.S. Air Force, to be lieutenant 
general. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Maj. Gen. Winston D. 
Powers, U.S. Air Force, to be lieuten
ant general. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Maj. Gen. Richard K. Saxer, 
U.S. Air Force, to be lieutenant gener
al. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

ARMY 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of Lt. Gen. Julius W. Becton, 
Jr., U.S. Army, to be lieutenant gener
al, on the retired list. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Maj. Gen. Charles W. 
Bagnal, U.S. Army, to be lieutenant 
general. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

NAVY 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of Vice Adm. Edward C. Waller 
III, U.S. Navy, to be vice admiral, on 
the retired list. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of John J. O'Donnell, of the 
District of Columbia, to be an Assist
ant Secretary of Labor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 
ORGANIZATION 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of David M. Abshire, of Virgin
ia, to be U.S. Permanent Representa
tive on the Council of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization, with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am 
most pleased that the Senate has just 
confirmed the nomination of David 
Abshire to be the U.S. Permanent 
Representative on the Council of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
and I am most proud of the fact that 
our newest Ambassador was born in 
Chattanooga, Tenn. 

I have known David Abshire for 
many years, and throughout that 
time, I have come to rely on him for 
his intelligence and resourcefulness. 
As president of the Center for Strate
gic and International Studies at 
Georgetown University, he has distin
guished himself. As a Government em
ployee for over 20 years, he has proven 
his dedication to our country. 

On behalf of all my colleagues in the 
Senate I want to extend to David and 
his wife Carolyn, my congratulations 
and best wishes for a position that is 
crucial to our Government and our na
tional security. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK IN THE 
AIR FORCE, :MARINE CORPS, 
AND NAVY 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

read sundry nominations placed on 
the Secretary's desk in the Air Force, 
Marine Corps, and Navy. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

The nominations considered and 
confirmed en bloc are as follows: 
NOIIINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY'S 

DESK IN THE AIR FORCE, MAluio: CORPS, 
NAVY 

Air Force nominations beginning Charles 
P. Hatsell, and ending David E. Wllliams, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 13, 1983. 

Air Force nominations beginning Glen W. 
Alexander, and ending Galen S. Woolley, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 13, 1983. 

Air Force nominations beginning Louis W. 
Adams, m, and ending Alfonso Villamizar, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 13, 1983. 
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Air Force nominations beginning John N. 

Rogerson, and ending Kevin P. Yakuboff, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 13, 1983. 

Air Force nominations beginning Robert 
F. Ackerman, and ending Howard M. Rich
ardson, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres
sional Record of June 13, 1983. 

Air Force nominations beginning Edward 
F. Augustyniak, Jr., and ending Robert G. 
Zerull, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres
sional Record of June 13, 1983. 

Air Force nomination of Erwin J. Rokke, 
which was received by the Senate and ap
peared in the Congressional Record of June 
20, 1983. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning 
Keith W. Danel, and ending Timothy V. 
Shindelar, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres
sional Record of June 13, 1983. 

Navy nominations beginning David Jo~ 
Abbott and ending William Leighton DaVIS, 
which 'nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 16, 1983. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
nominees were confirmed. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the President be immediately no
tified that the Senate has given con
sent to these nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE
MESSAGES 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I apolo
gize to the majority leader for the 
comments I made regarding the receiv
ing of a message from the President 
prior to the conclusion of the recogni
tion of the two leaders, although ,! did 
not feel that my comments would 
offend him. 

Mr. BAKER. The minority leader's 
comments did not offend me. 

Mr. BYRD. I have intended to raise 
this question from time to time. I just 
happen to believe that the statements 
by the two leaders should appear first 
before any messages that might be 
spread upon the RECORD are allowed to 
intervene. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
no quarrel with that and there is cer
tainly no reason for the minority 
leader to feel that I was put out or of
fended in any way. I thank the minori
ty leader. 

Mr. President, I have no further 
need for my time under the standing 
order. 

SENATE SCHEDULE 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 

majority leader yield to me momentar
ily so that I may ask a question about 
the schedule? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the ma

jority leader mentioned his desire to 
move on with the authorization bill, 
and understandably so. We all share 
that commitment. With his genuine 
interest in accommodating all Sena
tors, I wanted to advise the distin
guished Senator from Texas, the floor 
manager, that there will be consider
able debate on the MX issue. 

I know the majority leader wants to 
move the bill forward. I know that he 
understands that some issues are more 
important than others. For many of 
us the issue of the production and de
pl~yment of the MX is of a magnitude 
that I think will require some very se
rious debate, not frivolous but serious 
discussions, so that people of the coun
try understand the implications of this 
decision. 

Mr. President, I wanted the majority 
leader to know that. It is my intention 
to keep in touch with both him and 
the Senator from Texas as this debate 
goes on and to try to focus attention 
on the serious nature of it. I hope the 
majority leader understands that. We 
are not prepared to obstruct other 
business on the bill. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. I am sure he will fully 
participate in that debate. I am sure 
that he is also aware that I have indi
cated that if we cannot finish tomor
row as I said on Monday, it is the in
tention of the leadership on this side 
to ask us to continue deliberations on 
this measure through the weekend. I 
do not mean that to be a punishment 
but, rather, as the Senator from Colo
rado pointed out, it is responsive to my 
belief that this is a terribly important 
piece of legislation, one that we have 
to deal with. 

We have to dispose of it before we 
can get to the appropriations bills 
which are backed up behind us, and 
before the Senate goes out for the 
August recess. 

There is no effort to rush to judg
ment, so to speak, but, rather, to pro
vide an orderly schedule for the af
fairs of the Senate. 

I appreciate the remarks of the Sen
ator from Colorado and I look forward 
to his participation in the debate. If 
we cannot finish tomorrow, we will 
finish Friday. If we cannot finish 
Friday, we will finish Saturday, or 
whenever we finish. One way or an
other, of course, the Senate will com
plete action on the bill. 

Mr. HART. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if I have 
any time remaining, I yield 30 seconds 
to the Senator from North Carolina. 

LEWIS R. HOLDING: A BANKER 
LAYS THE FACTS ON THE LINE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Lewis R. 

Holding is a very prominent and 
highly respected banker in my State 
who is, in fact, nationally known and 
recognized as a topflight leader in his 
profession. Mr. Holding is chairman of 
the board of First Citizens Bank & 
Trust Co., headquartered in Raleigh 
and Smithfield. 

First Citizens was founded by Lewis 
Holding's father, the late R. P. Hold
ing. The elder Mr. Holding and his 
wife had three sons, all of whom fol
lowed their father into banking. 
Robert P. Holding, Jr., died several 
years ago. He was the oldest of the 
three "Holding boys." Lewis Holding, 
the middle son, is known by his nick
name, "Snow." The youngest son, 
Frank P. Holding, like his two broth
ers, is remarkable in perception and 
successful as a leader of his communi
ty and State. 

Mr. President, I have known the 
Holding family for more than 30 
years. "The Holding boys" were very 
young men when I first met them. My 
first impression of them was that they 
were destined to become leaders-and 
they have. 

With that bit of background, Mr. 
President, I would offer a few remarks 
about an address delivered June 22 by 
Mr. Lewis R. Holding at a meeting 
sponsored by the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation at Lake Buena 
Vista, Fla. To be more precise, the 
meeting was a training conference of 
the Atlanta Region of FDIC. 

I hope Senators, and others who 
read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Will 
take note of Snow Holding's candid 
and courageous message contained in 
his June 22 address. He warned that 
many banking practices today may be 
leading to perilous consequences, and 
that the imprudent-dangerous is the 
better word-the dangerous and irre
sponsible actions of today's politicians 
are a threat to the security and stabili
ty of not only the United States but 
the entire world. 

Let me cite just a couple of para
graphs from Mr. Holding's remarkable 
speech: 

The governments of the United States and 
numerous other countries are broke. By all 
imaginable definitions, when you cannot 
repay a debt and have to borrow more 
money in order to be able to pay just the in
terest on that debt, that is a sign of bank
ruptcy. In 1983, the interest on the U.S. 
Government debt will be almost $100 btl
lion, and they are borrowing money just to 
help pay the interest. 
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Then, Mr. President, in assessing the 

enormous loans made to, and in, for
eign countries, Mr. Holding had this 
comment: 

I am convinced that the crucial factor re
garding our future economic well-being is 
the international finaucial situation. The 
precarious instability of the multinational 
banks and numerous debtor countries will, 
at best, retard economic progress and could, 
at worst wreak havoc upon us all. 

Those two excerpts from Mr. Lewis 
Holding's speech should be enough to 
prompt a careful reading of his entire 
speech. So that Senators may have 
that opportunity, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of 
Mr. Holding's address be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the ad
dress was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADDRESS BY LEwis R. HoLDING AT FDIC's 
ATLANTA REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE 

Good afternoon, first, I would like to say 
how honored I am to have been invited to 
talk with you. As you are, of course, aware, 
bankers and regulators have been known. on 
occasion, to have differing viewpoints. On 
this occasion, however, I would like to think 
my invitation indicates that the FDIC sees 
eye to eye with First Citizens regarding the 
sound manner in which we have managed 
our bank. 

And I am here today to give you in the 
FDIC a pep talk. I believe your role is abso
lutely vital in preserving the soundness of 
our banking system. And I believe preserv
ing the integrity of our banks is vital to the 
stability of our economic future. I am here 
today to let you know that there are bank
ers who are behind you 100 percent in your 
efforts to strengthen the quality of our 
banks. 

I was asked to speak about the outlook for 
the southeast. I am proud of being from and 
living in the southeastern United States. 
The happy combination of climate, people, 
and resources that have brought the Sun 
Belt into the national limelight will contin
ue to keep the Southeast in better shape 
than the Nation as a whole. 

During 1982, the Southeast's labor force 
grew 4 percent, twice the national rate, and 
total employment grew 1 percent, despite 
the recession. The farmers of the Southeast 
saw less erosion in their prices and land 
values than in the Midwest. The numerous 
defense installations and contractors provid
ed a strong source of stability throughout 
the recession. In 1983, the Southeast is 
quickly feeling the benefits of the revival in 
construction spending. Tourism is picking 
up, led by the addition of "Epcot" to Disney 
World. 

The more I thought about the outlook for 
the Southeast, however, the more I realized 
that we must look beyond the Southeast to 
find the factors that will affect our future 
prosperity. The combination of communica
tions satellites, television. jet airplanes, 
computers, and OPEC have produced a 
world so interconnected that no area can 
thrive alone. Indeed, the Southeast will 
remain relatively better off. I am grateful 
for that, but the key is, relative to what? A 
deteriorating world economy will require 
tightening of the Sun Belt right along with 
all other belt-tightening. 

I am convinced that the crucial factor re
garding our future economic well-being is 
the international financial situation. The 

precarious instability of the multinational 
banks and numerous debtor countries will, 
at best, retard economic progress and could, 
at worst, wreak havoc upon us all. 

The message I want to leave with you 
today is that at no time since the 1930's has 
the role of the bank supervisor been more 
important. There are over $1.2 trlllion on 
deposit in our banking system, and the 
people of this Nation rely totally on the 
FDIC to insure that those deposits remain 
safe and available. The responsibility on 
your shoulders is awesome. In the best of 
times, the burden of such a responsibility 
would rest heavily. In difficult times, the 
pressure will test the strength of the most 
vigilant. 

We are now in the most difficult of times 
economicially. We have even begun to take 
for granted problems that would have 
shocked us in the past. I heard a story the 
other day that illustrated this for me. 

An unemployed fellow in Detroit was talk
ing with a friend who had moved to Miami 
to find work. The friend was trying to per
suade the unemployed fellow to join him in 
Miami, saying that there were plenty of 
jobs. 

The Detroit fellow said he didn't think 
Miami was safe, judging from all the riots 
and negative news reports. 

His friend said that was no problem, that 
he got up every morning, went to work, 
went home and never had any trouble. 

The Detroit fellow said, yeah, but what 
about all that vandalism, and mugging, stab
bing, and murdering I hear about. 

His friend said, no problem. Go to work at 
8:30, get off at 5:00, have dinner, watch TV, 
drink some beer, go to bed. No trouble. 

Finally, the Detroit fellow asked what 
kind of Job did his friend have. 

"I'm a tail-gunner on a bread truck." 
That story is both humorous and fright

ening. Unfortunately, the situtation with 
the multinational banks and the debtor 
countries is not humorous, only frightening. 
Ladies and gentleman, the stress on our 
banking system today is so huge as to 
almost defy comprehension. It is so alarm
ing and so distressing that many people, in
cluding some officials who know better, 
have turned their heads and decided to 
ignore it, hoping things will somehow work 
out. 

Well, I am here to point out to you that 
things will not work out unless someone 
works them out. This dilemma must be re
solved before we have a repeat of the defla
tion in the 1930's or of the hyperinflation of 
Germany in the early 1920's. 

The collapse of the banking system in the 
1930's occurred because banks used deposi
tors' money for purposes of speculation, 
power, and greed. When the speculation 
proved unprofitable, the deposits disap
peared, and millions lost their jobs, homes, 
and life savings. The FDIC was formed to 
assure that that episode will not repeat 
itself. 

Yet today, we see some large banks re
peating this cycle of speculation, power and 
greed, using their depositors' money for un
sound purposes. Unsecured loans to insol
vent companies and bankrupt countries are 
not suitable uses for bank deposits. Bank de
posits are not venture capital. Banks loans 
should be secured with adequate collateral 
that can be recovered. Bank managers 
should not be permitted to use deposits as 
the base for entrepreneurial activity 
through unsecured loans. The millions of 
people who have placed their life savings 
<and their faith> in our banks would literal-

ly tremble if they knew where their money 
has being "invested". I would like someone 
to tell me the difference between 1929 
banks playing the stock market and 1983 
banks making loans to Poland. 

.i. need to pause here a minute and say 
that I realize many of these developing 
countries need loans, not only because of 
the terrible burden of oil prices and the re
cession, but because developing countries do 
not have the capital to finance their own 
growth. The United States got loans from 
Britain and France for over a century 
during our developing stage. But those loans 
should be looked at as venture capital loans, 
with all the corresponding risks and re
wards, or they should be viewed as direct 
foreign aid, with the hope, but not the re
quirement, of payback. Such unsecured 
loans should be the provence of private en
trepreneurs of foreign policy administra
tors. 

Instead, what has developed over the past 
20 years is a situation where the eagerness 
of our largest banks to become international 
power brokers and the desire of our Govern
ment to win allies by subsidizing developing 
countries <without directly vot.ing that use 
for taxpayers' money) has led to an accom
modation between those banks and the Gov
ernment which threatens the integrity and 
the solvency of the banking system. 

This accommodation takes place in nu
merous ways. The largest banks are under
regulated and undersupervised compared to 
the normal bank. We need only to look at 
the foreign involvement, the energy loans, 
the stretch-out rather than the writeoff of 
loans to clearly insolvent companies. The 
recent situation in Tennessee did not devel
op overnight. The sad fact is that the defi
ciency in those banks was known years ago, 
but was tolerated because the banks were 
large. Smaller banks are shut down for prac
tices that are allowed to slide by at the 
larger banks. 

It is often said of our court system that 
the kind of justice a defendant receives de
pends more on how good a lawyer he can 
afford than on his guilt or innocence. Un
fortunately, it often appears that the strict
ness of bank regulation depends not on the 
quality of the assets, but rather on the size 
of those assets. 

The very largest banks are subject to cap
ital ratio requirements far below those de
manded of the normal bank. Why? Are their 
assets less risky? To the contrary, they are 
more risky. Why then are their capital 
ratios lower? The only reason is political ac
commodation. How could those banks get 
the funds to continue increasing their for
eign loans if they were subject to capital 
ratios of 6 percent instead of 3 percent? The 
bottom line, ladies and gentlemen, is that 
our Government has decided that continued 
increases in foreign loans are more impor
tant than the capital adequacy of our larg
est banks. 

The money center banks today have loans 
outstanding to countries and companies 
that clearly will never be repaid, which are 
in excess of their total capital. Yet they con
tinue to issue high yielding CD's to the 
money market funds. They continue to 
sweep up deposit dollars from the wonder
land of America. The only way they can 
make a good spread on those CD's is to con
tinue loaning abroad <or to high risk compa
nies here at home>. 

Now one thing I will not accuse these 
large banks of is being dumb. They know ex
actly what they are doing. They know 
before the money leaves their hands that it 
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will not be returned with interest from the 
country they "gave" it to. But they also 
know that under the current rules it will be 
returned, with handsome interest and fees, 
through the IMF or the U.S. Government 
directly. 

None of this information is new. I do not 
expect that I have told you anything yet 
that you have not been exposed to in some 
form before. And to me, that is the most 
startling information of all. As I see it, what 
is happening is nothing less than the finan
cial rape of the American citizen-both as a 
bank depositor and as a taxpayer. Why is it 
being allowed? What can be done to correct 
it? 

Ladies and gentlemen, there is too much 
permissiveness in the regulation of the larg
est banks, just because they are large. The 
practice cannot continue. When the largest 
are permitted to pursue unsound practices, 
there is tremendous competitive pressure 
placed on all other banks to behave in a 
similar fashion. With the failure of the 
Penn Square, the United American, and the 
difficulties at the First National Bank of 
Midland, Tex., we have seen how smaller 
banks are lured into the fast track, high-risk 
world of go-go banking. There are 1,500 
banks with foreign loans, many of them, of 
course, far outside their area of expertise. 

Now, I said earlier that I was here today 
. to give you a pep talk. Paraphrasing Mr. 
Shakespeare, I have come here to praise 
Caesar, not to bury him. The FDIC, in my 
judgment, has done an excellent job of reg
ulating the community banks, and a good 
job of regulating the regional banks. Deci
sions on nonperforming assets, writeoffs, 
and capital adequacy are handled, for the 
most part, on a strictly business basis. 

The situation with the Federal Reserve 
and the Comptroller, as the regulators of 
the multinational banks is, however, a sad 
saga. They should be ashamed of them
selves. Looking back and being charitable, 
perhaps no one 10 years ago or even 5 years, 
could have foretold how risky there interna
tional loans would become. But today, they 
are clearly bad loans and need to be recog
nized as such. Actions must have conse
quences. 

Now, I am a realist, I do know that the 
multinational banks must be balled out. All 
those loans cannot simply be written off. 
But, as a realist, I am also aware that people 
do not learn from their mistakes, unless 
there are at least some real negative conse
quences that flow from those mistakes. Bor
rowers and taxpayers should not bear the 
total burden. The multinational banks must 
suffer some earnings penalty. If they do 
not, it will be a ripoff that makes the Chrys
ler deal look like peanuts. 

I believe that the FDIC stands for quality 
and that the FDIC would like to see sound
er regulation of the multinational banks. 
Currently, as the insurer of all deposits, you 
have all the responsibility without the 
means of control. I applaud Mr. Isaacs' ini
tiatives regarding a sliding scale for FDIC 
insurance premiums based on the riskiness 
of assets; his initiative regarding less than 
100 percent payoff on deposits over $100,000 
at failed banks or banks that are forced to 
be merged; and his initiative on disclosure of 
information on insider and foreign loans. 

If the Federal Reserve and the Comptrol
ler will not penalize the money center banks 
for their high risk activities, then I believe 
that the FDIC, as the insurer of all deposits, 
has the right to take actions that will force, 
through financial penalties, a reduction in 
those high risk activities. Private insurance 

companies penalize high risk automobile 
drivers. I believe that principle makes good 
sense in the banking world also. 

The time for action is now. With some 
luck, there may be a year or two of relative 
calm before the next round of accelerating 
inflation and loan demand. Policies that will 
reduce the riskiness of future loans must be 
enacted now. It is also important that better 
controls be in place before the concentra
tion of financial institutions through de
regulation gathers more momentum. 

What I am suggesting is not easy, I know 
that. The forces lined up against prudent fi
nancial management of our countries' af
fairs are formidable. I know that. In a 
minute, I'll elaborate on some of those 
forces. My comments are intended to help 
you gear yourselves up for the fight. There 
will be more bank failures. The question is 
whether we will have smaller catastrophies 
sooner or larger tragedies later. 

What I am suggesting is also not pleasant. 
I know that too. But the FDIC is the trustee 
of the public faith. A trustee's job cannot 
always be pleasant. The following quote is 
familiar to all bank trust officers and 
should be just as familiar to all bank regula
tors. 

"It is, of course, disagreeable to take an
other person by the throat: But if a person 
undertakes to act as a trustee, he must face 
the necessity of doing disagreeable things 
when they become necessary in order to 
keep the estate intact. A trustee is not enti
tled to purchase a quiet life at the expense 
of the estate, or to act as good-natured men 
sometimes do in their own affairs, in letting 
things slide and losing money rather than 
create ill feelings." 

If the FDIC assertively begins to chal
lenge unsound practices of our largest 
banks, it will indeed not face a quiet life. Ill 
feelings will indeed be created. A most for
midable array of forces will rise up to 
defend the status quo. You will be told over 
and over that the largest banks are differ
ent, not only in degree, but in kind, and that 
forcing them to adjust their foreign loans as 
a smaller bank is forced to do with its bad 
loans, would cause a collapse of the whole 
system. High government officials, central 
bankers, and some leading bankers are con
stantly threatening the FDIC and other reg
ulators with this prophecy of disaster. 

It is the big lie theory of negotiation, if 
you tell a big enough lie often enough, 
people will believe it. Don't believe it. Any 
country or company, or team that allows its 
"stars" to be treated as prima donnas, 
whose behavior is not subject to the same 
rules as other players, is playing with fire. 
All rules must be enforced equally, other
wise they are useless. 

The regulators' job, in my judgment, is to 
equally enforce the current rules, as writ
ten. If Congress decides to change the rules, 
that is another matter, to be decided on its 
own merits when debated. But for now, the 
rules should not be handled through the 
front door for most banks and through the 
back door for a "privileged" few. 

To take an even larger view of the situa
tion, and to emphasize the reason your task 
is so difficult, let me briefly place the cur
rent banking dilemma in another context. 

The Governments of the United States, 
and numerous other countries are broke. By 
all imaginable definitions, when you cannot 
repay a debt and have to borrow more 
money in order to be able to pay just the in
terest on that debt, that is a sign of bank
ruptcy. In 1983, the interest on the U.S. 
Government debt will be almost $100 btl-

lion, and they are borrowing money Just to 
help pay the interest. 

The politicians have gotten us into this 
mess by spending and promising more and 
more money on programs that seek to 
create social justice at home and foreign 
policy allies abroad. For decades, they have 
been buying the votes of American citizens 
and the allegiance of developing countries 
without totalling up the cost. The costs are 
now emerging and they are staggering. I am 
not going to quote figures because they are 
too large to really comprehend. Dry statis
tics can oftentimes distract from under
standing the depth of the problem. 

The accumulated costs of these programs 
can be seen very dramatically in foreign 
trade. Our economy was based on a belief in 
competition. The taxes and restraints 
placed on businesses to further social wel
fare have severely damaged our competitive
ness by eroding our base of private capital. 
It is, unfortunately, now an open question 
as to whether the United States can be com
petitive in foreign trade. The present at
tempt to prevent default by bankrupt coun
tries or companies by propping up the larg
est banks will have the same effect or reduc
ing our own competitiveness by further 
eating away at that capital base. The 
bottom line is more unemployment, as Jobs 
are lost to other countries. 

Further evidence of the accumulated costs 
of these programs can be seen in the un
funded liabilities of the social security 
system, the Federal employees retirement 
system, and the retirement systems of the 
50 States. Promises were made and now the 
payment is coming due. The full payments 
are clearly impossible to ever collect, but 
even the current burden is further eroding 
our capital base. 

Other evidence-the municipal bond 
market continues to become more and more 
vulnerable as the Federal Government cuts 
back its grants to the States. The Washing
ton -Public Power System <WHPPS> is a 
warning to those who thought defaults were 
a thing of the past. Many more ratings will 
be reduced as the financial pressures on the 
cities and States become more intense and 
more visible. 

A final example is the condition of the 
savings and loan industry. The high interest 
rates that drove numerous thrifts out of 
business and threatens many others, are a 
direct result of inflation caused by these 
Government spending programs. Not only 
have the S&L's been threatened, but insur
ance companies and banks as well have been 
forced to abandon the long-term market for 
investments because of inflation. Today, the 
only sane way to manage a bank is to be 
short term. 

I could go on and on, but hopefully I have 
made my point, which is that the Govern
ment has reached the point where the costs 
of their promises and their spending are be
ginning to surface. Like cancer, their disease 
is becoming visible and its crippling effects 
are being felt. In their desperation to avoid 
blame and to keep in power, they are grasp
ing for money and friends wherever they 
can find them. 

The cooperation between the Government 
and the large money center banks concern
ing bad loans, foreign or domestic, must be 
seen in this light. The bureaucrats believe 
they have a way to spend taxpayers' money 
without voting tax increases. The multina
tional banks believe they have found a way 
to receive a subsidy without calling it one. 
The average citizen is unknowingly paying 
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higher interest rates rather than higher 
taxes in order to support this subsidy. 

As private citizens, we ought to be scruti
nizing our Congressmen and voting them 
out if they continue such blatant taxation 
without representation. As members of the 
FDIC, you ought to be carrying your banner 
of quality banking to the Federal Reserve, 
the Comptroller, the Treasury Department, 
and the Congress. I believe you have the 
right and the authority to do so. Mr. Isaacs 
has made a good beginning. He and the 
FDIC will have the strong support of all 
bankers who value financial safety and eco
nomic stability above speculation, power, 
and greed 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am 
sure I have no more time remaining, 
but, if I do, I yield back the remaining 
time. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transac
tion of routine morning business, not 
to extend beyond 11:30 a.m., during 
which Senators may speak for 3 min
utes each. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, during 
this period for the transaction of rou
tine morning business, which will be 
about 15 minutes, as I announced last 
evening it is my hope that we can do 
the agriculture freeze bill which has 
been cleared, I believe, on both sides. I 
am going to ask the staff to see if H.R. 
3392 is available for action by unani
mous consent. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

will be happy to yield the floor for 
that purpose anytime. 

IS IT TIME TO REVIVE THE EI
SENHOWER OPEN SKIES TO 
STEM NUCLEAR ARMS RACE? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 28 

years ago, President Eisenhower pro
posed and the Soviets rejected the sug
gestion that the United States and the 
Soviet Union exchange blueprints of 
their military establishments and pro
vide each other facilities for aerial 
photography and reconnaissance. 
That was the famous Eisenhower open 
skies initiative. On Wednesday, June 
29, two authors writing in the Wall 
Street Journal, proposed that Presi
dent Reagan revive the Eisenhower 
proposition but bring it, as they see it, 
up-to-date by providing that each 
country could at will-day or night
send investigators into the other coun
try to check nuclear installations with
out prior notice. The Wall Street Jour
nal authors put their proposition 
about as negatively as it can be put. 
Few Americans, and certainly not 
BEILENSON and CoHEN-the two Wall 
Street Journal authors-can speak 
with the authority of William Colby 
on the efficacy of on-site inspection as 
compared with satellite inspection. 
After all, Colby has served for years as 

the head of the Central Intelligence 
Agency of this country. He has solid 
credentials in his opposition to the 
Soviet Union and his understanding 
both of the threat to freedom the So
viets pose and their will to engage in 
deception and concealment if they 
think they can get away with it. Yet, 
Mr. Colby testified only a few weeks 
ago before the Defense Appropriations 
Committee on the far greater reliabil
ity of satellite monitoring of arms con
trol agreements as compared with on
site inspection. 

Colby flatly favored a nuclear freeze 
without on-site inspection and relying 
entirely on satellites. Frankly, I trust 
Colby, but I would like to see this 
country try hard to negotiate both 
with satellites and-as BEILENSON and 
CoHEN have asked-with on-site in
spection. But we should do so in a 
positive way, not as a means of show
ing up the Soviet Union or exposing 
the inadequacy of satellite reconnais
sance, but as a way of assuring the 
strongest possible verification. 

It would be a great tragedy, how
ever, if this Nation falls for the Beilen
son-Cohen line that satellites are not 
essential to effective verification. As 
Colby argues, they can be immensely 
revealing and far more comprehensive 
and precise in the detail they provide 
than hundreds of spies. 

My fear is that the Beilenson-Cohen 
argument can be used to justify the 
antisatellite or satellite killer. Both 
the Soviet Union and our country are 
into the satellite killer technology. 
The Soviets already have a crude sat
ellite killer. We have designed a poten
tially much more efficient antisatellite 
that is in the process of being funded 
now. Such a satellite could, in my 
judgment, kill any real prospect of 
arms control. If this country and the 
Soviet Union have the capability of 
knocking out the one comprehensive, 
verifying agent we now have, satel
lites, we can kiss arms control and the 
nuclear freeze goodbye and start build
ing our fallout shelters for the virtual
ly certain nuclear war that will some
day certainly come. 

President Eisenhower had it exactly 
right 28 years ago when he called for 
an open skies policy, enforced with 
satellites. If we can undergird that 
technique with onsite inspection, 
great. If not, as long as we have satel
lites we have the bedrock basis for a 
verification system. And we have a 
fighting chance for a nuclear freeze 
that could stop a nuclear war-the 
most dangerous threat mankind has 
ever faced. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article from the Wall 
Street Journal's June 29 issue, head
lined "Arms Limits: From Open Skies 
to Open Spies," be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECoRD, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 29, 
19831 

ARMs LnouTs: FRoM OPEN SKIES TO OPEN 
"SPIES" 

<By Laurence Beilenson and Sam Cohen> 
A firm foundation for peace between the 

United States and the Soviet Union can be 
constructed from reliable knowledge by 
each of the military capabilities of the 
other. Such knowledge can be assured only 
by an army of lawful "spies" exchanged be
tween the two countries, with authority to 
inspect each other's nuclear installations at 
any time, day or night, and without prior 
notice. A public offer to that effect by Presi
dent Reagan would bring the "open skies" 
proposal of President Eisenhower up to date 
in conformity with the change in nuclear 
weapons. 

Addressing the Geneva Conference of 
Heads of Government in July 1955, Mr. Ei
senhower stressed that futility of agree
ments without inspection and suggested 
that the U.S. and the Soviets exchange 
blueprints of their military establishments 
and afford each other "facilities for aerial 
photography [and] reconnaissance." As Mr. 
Eisenhower knew, and Thucydides related, 
the Peloponnesian War started "when the 
Athenians and the Peloponnesians broke 
the Thirty Year Truce." From then in the 
fifth century B.C. until now, many other 
great wars, including World Wars I and II, 
began by surprise attack in violation of trea
ties, thus accentuating the historical unde
pendability of treaties. Mr. Eisenhower 
therefore proposed to ground a secure peace 
of full disclosure and continuous monitor
ing. The Soviets rejected the offer. 

WHAT HAVE WE REALLY SEEN? 

When the strategic nuclear delivery 
system consisted of bombers, aerial recon
naissance could have been highly useful for 
gauging strategic capabilities and detecting 
preparations for surprise attack. Today, by 
agreement, each country employs unlimited 
photographic coverage of the other in the 
form of a vast reconnaissance satellite 
system. Now, however, the great bulk of the 
Soviets' strategic nuclear capabilities is in 
their missile force, and satellite photogra
phy is of limited utility in monitoring such a 
force. Unlike bombers, missiles can be 
hidden by any number of means and fired in 
the immediate vicinity of their hiding 
places. What our satellites have seen is what 
we have been allowed to see; what we have 
seen is not necessarily what we think we 
have seen; and even if what we think we 
have seen is actually in existence, we have 
no way of knowing what we haven't seen, 
which may by far exceed what we have 
seen. 

During his press conference on May 17, 
President Reagan, questioned about the 
possibility that the Soviets weren't comply
ing with the unratified SALT II agreement, 
answered that we suspected they weren't 
but we could not get "solid evidence." 

The president's response was a candid ad
mission of our inability to verify, yet an un
derstatement of the present problem. The 
difficulty goes deeper than our apparent in
ability to satisfactorily monitor existing 
agreements. The real problem Is that so far 
we have negotiated arms-control treaties ac
cording to our ability to count missile 
launchers and measure seismic slgna]s 
rather than on our basic need to know the 
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other side's true military capabilities. For 
realistic nuclear arms control, however, we 
must know the actual nuclear strength of 
the Soviets, and this is impossible to discov
er through national technical means of veri
fication. 

How many Soviet ICBMs are actually in 
silos? We don't know, and there is no way of 
finding out by orbiting satellites over these 
silos. The Soviets are not compelled to use 
silos to launch their missiles; they can 
launch them from any concealed place they 
wish by erecting missiles in their containing 
eannisters. The number of missiles they 
may have produced and concealed far away 
from the silos may be far in excess of the 
number of silos. It would be greatly to the 
advantage of the Soviets to use empty silos 
as decoys and thereby make their missiles 
essentially invulnerable to U.S. attack. 

How many missiles are the Soviets actual
ly producing and deploying? We cannot 
know except through an army of legal 
"spies"; for there is no way a camera on a 
satellite can see through a factory roof or 
underground. What are the true perform
ance capabilities of Soviet nuclear weapons? 
Again, we don't know; we have determined 
weapon capabilities on the basis of what the 
Soviets have permitted us to see. Is the SS-
20 ballistic missile, to which we have as
cribed a range only 10 percent short of its 
being classified as an ICBM, merely an in
termediate-range weapon incapable of hit
ting the U.S.? Perhaps not, but there is no 
way of telling unless we are permitted to ex
amine the weapon. 

The U.S. and the Soviet Union each has 
recently proposed that a new nuclear arms 
control agreement should rest on counting 
warheads, not missiles. But if we cannot 
count missiles, how can we count warheads? 
Even if we thought we could count missiles, 
there is no sure way to tell how many war
heads each missile carries short of being 
able to look inside each missile payload. 
Those who maintain that observing Soviet 
missile flight tests reveals how many war
heads are so carried forget that the Soviets 
aren't compelled to eject all of the reentry 
vehicles in their testing. The Soviets may 
feel confident that ejecting only a fraction 
will allow a sufficient determination of per
formance at full ejection. 

"Verification" is a semantic trap that di
verts attention from each side's need to 
know, which open skies can no longer satis
fy. For each to know what the other has, 
the cameras must be brought down to earth 
and placed in the hands of agents with un
limited access to every nook and cranny of 
each country. An offer of this kind by Mr. 
Reagan would be in the spirit of Mr. Eisen
hower's proposal, modified to conform to 
the changed character of delivery systems. 

The inspections wouldn't be limited to de
clared nuclear installations. Nuclear weap
ons may be concealed elsewhere. After a 
complete mutual report, the lawful "spies" 
(inspectors> would arrive and have the 
access required. They would stay in the 
other country with replacements from time 
to time. Meanwhile, negotiations could pro
ceed, with treaties resulting from time to 
time, subject to cancellation on short notice, 
and being constinuously checked by the 
"spies" on the ground. 

Not ceasing with the treaty, and subject to 
cancellation with an agreed period for 
notice, the unlimited inspections would con
tinue. This would provide confidence in the 
other side's intentions and would go a long 
way toward preventing surprise attack, pre
emptive attack and accidental war. 

Even such an arrangement could be 
thwarted if loopholes were allowed. It is of 
the essence that there be no limit on inspec
tions and no notice required. 

Objectors may say this suggestion is 
merely a ploy to kill arms-control negotia
tions. The U.S. settled for national technical 
means of verification because the Soviets 
wouldn't permit on-site inspections; they are 
hardly likely to permit an army of bourgeois 
"spies." 

CAN'T BUY A PIG IN A POKE 

The way to find out is to make the public 
offer. If accepted, the prospect of nuclear 
peace will be enormously enhanced. If re
jected, we shall know that for the Soviet 
Union, arms-control negotiations and result
ing treaties are a game to gain an advan
tage, and with that knowledge we can act 
accordingly. 
It won't be easy for President Reagan to 

persuade the military or some of his own 
followers. They may claim that the Soviets 
will cancel the arrangement and use the 
knowledge obtained under it against us, but 
this works both ways, and because of our 
open society, the Soviets now know much 
more about our nuclear strengths and weak
nesses than we know about theirs. 

Mr. Reagan should dust off and update 
Mr. Eisenhower's bold proposal by publicly 
offering the Soviet Union an open-nations 
accord. By admitting the great and danger
ous inadequacy of national technical means 
for determining Soviet nuclear capabilities 
and by making the suggested proposal, Mr. 
Reagan can clarify the national mind. 

Arms control isn't an end in itself; the aim 
is peace. The advocates of arms control urge 
us to take risks for peace by buying a pig in 
a poke. Instead, President Reagan should 
blow away the fog surrounding the subject 
by publicly offering the Soviet Union a 
secure knowledge by each side of the arma
ment of the other-the best chance for a 
secure peace. 

RESETTLEMENT IN SOUTH 
AFRICA 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, for 
the past 16 years, I have spoken on 
the floor of the Senate, urging the 
ratification of the Genocide Conven
tion. Our support of the codification 
of international law would help secure 
a minimum of basic human rights for 
all. A commitment to the rule of law 
in international affairs would 
strengthen our protests against 
human rights violators. 

One example of a violation that re
quires our most strident diplomatic 
protest is the South African resettle
ment policy. Over the past two dec
ades, 3.5 million people have been up
rooted and relocated in South Africa. 
The Pretoria government hopes to re
locate another 2 million in the near 
future. The logical outcome of this re
settlement process is the denational
ization of the black population in 
South Africa. In 1978, in fact, a gov
ernment minister voiced the hope that 
one day there will be no South Afri
cans. 

In 1960, 39 percent of the black pop
ulation lived in the tribal territories. 
Today, 54 percent do, according to a 
recently published report entitled, the 

"Surplus People Project." One of the 
most comprehensive reviews ever 
made of the South African relocation 
process, the report labels the forced 
resettlement a "process of disposses
sion." 

Typically, the relocated blacks are 
given a small plot of land, a shack, and 
little opportunity for a job. Uprooted 
from self -sufficient black communities 
within South Africa, these blacks are 
forced into areas possessing only rudi
mentary facilities. But more signifi
cant than the physical sufferings Is 
the psychological damage done by the 
resettlement process. The report 
states that the apartheid policy effec
tively dispossesses blacks of their land 
and citizenship, depriving them of the 
opportunity to improve their living 
conditions. 

In a June 23 address on U.S. policy 
in Africa, Lawrence Eagleburger, 
Under Secretary of State for Political 
Affairs, said that: 

We reject unilaterally attempts to dena
tionalize the black South African majority 
and relegate them to citizenship in separate 
tribal homelands. We do not and will not 
recognize those areas. All Americans are re
pelled by the sight of long-settled, stable 
black communities being uprooted and their 
inhabitants forcibly removed to barren sites 
in faraway "homelands." 

Mr. President, I wholeheartedly 
agree with the administration's rejec
tion of the abhorrent resettlement 
policy in South Africa. We must vigor
ously protest violations of human 
rights wherever they occur, but we can 
do more to preserve the rights of the 
oppressed. 

We should support the codification 
of international law. One such codifi
cation is the Genocide Convention, 
which makes genocide an internation
al, punishable crime. It has been pend
ing before the Senate for 34 years. 
Ratification of this treaty would dem
onstrate our commitment to human 
rights. 

I urge my colleagues to provide their 
advice and consent to the Genocide 
Convention. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The acting assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it Is so or
dered. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I indi

cated earlier that I hoped we would be 
able to do H.R. 3392 during morning 
business. That is still in clearance, but 
it looks as if it may clear. We need 
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about 10 more minutes. I ask unani
mous consent that the time for the 
transaction of routine morning busi
ness be extended until 11:45 a.m. 
under the same terms and conditions. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

TAIWANESE SURPLUS RICE 
DUMPING 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues in urging 
the administration to pursue active 
measures to prevent Taiwan from ille
gally dumping surplus rice into mar
kets currently served by the United 
States. It is my conviction that Taiwan 
must abide by the international agree
ments in which it has entered, and 
that negotiations must begin immedi
ately with the aim of halting the dis
placement of U.S. rice exports, espe
cially our exports to Indonesia. 

Traditionally, world exports of rice 
have been comparatively small, ac
counting for only 5 percent of all rice 
produced-roughly 12.5 million metric 
tons. However, yearly U.S. exports of 
rice approach two-thirds of all rice 
produced domestically. Therefore, any 
dumping of surplus rice into the world 
market is severely disruptive, often 
causing a 1-for-1 displacement of U.S. 
rice exports alone. 

For 1983 it is estimated that Taiwan 
will dump 850,000 metric tons of rice 
onto the world market, primarily ear
marked for Indonesia. This represents 
well over a threefold increase in Tai
wanese rice dumpings from its previ
ous 6-year annual average <1977-82) of 
241,000 metric tons, and is 543,000 
metric tons greater than Taiwanese 
rice dumping levels in 1982. 

It should be noted that Taiwan only 
recently reinstituted the practice of 
dumping surplus rice in 1977. From 
1977 to 1982, Taiwan dumped 1,450,000 
metric tons into the world market, 
1,141,000 metric tons to Indonesia 
alone. For the same period, U.S. rice 
exports to Indonesia rapidly declined 
from nearly 400,000 metric tons in 
1978 to 2,500 metric tons for the 1981-
82 marketing year. 

If allowed to compete fairly, U.S. 
rice producers could easily maintain 
their share of the Indonesian market. 
Taiwanese support prices per metric 

tons of rough rice is approximately 
$450 compared to just over $181 in the 
United States. However, Taiwan is of
fering milled rice for export at $200 a 
metric ton. Is there any doubt why In
donesia ever rejected a recent U.S. 
offer of blended credit for the export 
of U.S. rice? 
It is my understanding that the rice 

industry is preparing to file a § 301 
complaint. The entire rice industry is 
facing a projected loss of $303 million 
that is directly attributable to the 
dumping by Taiwan of the 850,000 
metric tons of surplus rice onto the 
world market. This move could lower 
U.S. prices by as much as $57 a ton, 
thereby costing the U.S. Treasury over 
$80 million in target price payments. 
Rice producers and the rice industry 
are asking the Government for effec
tive redress. No one wishes a trade 
war, especially not one with Taiwan. 
We enjoy a special relationship with 
Taiwan, and I am certain that active 
negotiations can lead to a settlement 
of this dispute. 

RICE TRADE 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, fre
quently Members of this body bring to 
the attention of all Senators a particu
lar situation or issue of considerable 
importance to this country, and possi
bly a particular State. Often the sub
ject is world trade. Our Nation is dedi
cated to free and unobstructed trade 
and most of the time this position 
serves us well because our products 
can compete favorably in just about 
all comers of the world. Today, howev
er, there exists a situation concerning 
the export of one of our agricultural 
products-rice-which needs to be cor
rected. Our rice is being seriously in
jured by the trade practices of Taiwan. 

The Taiwan system of subsidizing 
rice is seriously damaging our rice 
growers and the whole rice industry, 
and I urge the President, Special 
Trade Ambassador Brock,' and other 
officials to carefully review these sub
sidies and how they have harmed our 
rice industry. 

Mr. President, international trade, 
particularly in the area of agriculture, 
is going to be one of the most impor
tant issues in the next decade. There 
are several bills currently on the 
Senate and House Calendars dealing 
with trade, and many congressional 
committees are looking into trade 
issues. One agricultural trade issues of 
particular concern to me-poultry
has been seriously damaged as a result 
of the trade policies of Brazil and the 
European Economic Community. We 
face challenges in other areas as well, 
Mr. President, and I am afraid that if 
we do not something with regard to 
rice, we are going to lose valuable mar
kets for this commodity. The end loser 
would be the person who can least 
afford it-the American farmer. Our 
farmers have been hurt by affirmative 
policies of this Government, and they 

can be hurt also by our failure to act 
when such action is warranted under 
the applicable trade laws of this coun
try. 

Mr. President, the Taiwan rice pro
gram, which pays a large subsidy to 
their farmers, has allowed that coun
try to accumulate a surplus of over 1 
million metric tons. Since the total 
world rice trade is a little over 12 mil
lion tons, this represents a large share 
of the world market. The Taiwan sur
plus, in and of itself, is not the real 
problem, however. The problem is that 
Taiwan takes this rice and sells it to 
other countries, including our tradi
tional markets, for prices far below 
the going world market price. For ex
ample, Taiwan recently contracted 
with Indonesia, a traditional U.S. 
buyer, for some rice at prices between 
$198 to $215 per ton. The comparable 
U.S. price was $375 per ton. Since In
donesia is the world's largest importer 
of rice-almost 17 percent of the world 
market in 1979-it is an extremely val
uable market for our rice. 

With Taiwan stepping up its subsi
dized rice sales, Mr. President, the end 
result is fairly obvious. We are losing 
our share of the world rice trade. In 
1980, our exports accounted for about 
23.6 percent of the world rice trade. In 
1981 this dropped to 21.2 percent, and 
this year it is projected that our share 
will drop even further to 18.2 percent. 
Our farmers cannot continue to be un
dercut by unfair trade policies of other 
governments. I hope the plea of the 
rice industry and the rice growers in 
these trade matters will not go un
heeded. 

Mr. President, certainly no one 
wants to start a trade war. We all want 
to be able to discuss these important 
issues, and hopefully we can agree on 
the problem and how it should be re
solved. However, on certain trade mat
ters, like rice, I do not think we can sit 
idly by while other countries capture 
an increasing share of the market and 
our farmers suffer with unacceptably 
low commodity prices. We need to ne
gotiate and insure that all countries 
play as fairly as possible when it 
comes to trade. I am confident that if 
this occurs, Mr. President, our exports 
will increase because our producers are 
very efficient and our products are of 
extremely high quality. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
many Americans wonder why, after 
years of dominating world trade, our 
country's fortunes have changed. 
Many Americans, and I am speaking of 
well-intentioned men and women who 
love this Nation, find much to criticize 
in the way our international trade has 
been conducted. They fault our pro
ductivity, our will to succeed, and our 
basic economic goals. 

I share many of these criticisms. I 
too think that we need a national re
dedication to succeed in world trade. 
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THE RICE SITUATION We have been complacent; we must be 

resolute. 
But, Mr. President, while we must be 

honest in recognizing our shortcom
ings and acknowledging our past 
errors, we must not assign to ourselves 
all of the blame for what has gone 
wrong. In some measure, the United 
States has suffered as a result of our 
devotion to fairness, justice, and the 
rule of law in the world marketplace. 

Recently, some of my constituents 
have begun to see a perfect example of 
this paradox. The U.S. rice industry is 
heavily dependent upon exports. It 
has succeeded in establishing itself 
over the years as a reliable, efficient 
supplier of a top-quality product, 
easily competitive with the best that 
the rest of the world has to offer. Our 
rice farmers produce what their cus
tomers want at a price they are pre
pared to pay. 

Foreign governments on occasion, 
however, do not share our dedication 
to the principles of the GATT; includ
ing, in this instance, the principles 
that agricultural exports must not be 
subsidized in order to increase market 
share. In 1980, the rice industry pro
tested the massive subsidization of 
millions of tons of Japanese rice, 
which was being offered for sale to 
such historic U.S. customers as Korea 
and Indonesia. 

Now, once again, Mr. President, a 
friendly foreign nation is abusing the 
rules of international trade, selling 
rice at subsidized pricP.s with which no 
grower in the United States can com
pete. The Senator from Arkansas and 
my colleague from Louisiana have 
shown how Taiwan has, through its 
domestic policies and agricultural sup
port prices, encouraged the develop
ment of an enormous surplus. That 
surplus rice-800,000 metric tons of 
it-is being offered for sale on the 
world market. Although the Govern
ment of Taiwan paid a significant pre
mium for the rice, it is being exported 
at or below world price levels. 

The entirely predictable results of 
this policy is the displacement of U.S. 
sales, principally to Indonesia, the ac
quisition of market share, and the de
pressing of world rice prices generally. 
These are precisely the evils that the 
GATT and the Subsidies Code have 
sought to avoid. 

Mr. President, I join in the call upon 
the President and the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative to insist that Taiwan cease 
immediately its subsidized exportation 
of rice. It is time for our Government 
to declare the U.S. rice farmers will 
not pay the bill for domestic programs 
for foreign nations, including our clos
est allies. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, the 
major trading countries agree that 
export subsidies distort international 
trade. They reward inefficiency, inter
fere with traditional and longstanding 
relationships, and introduce paralyz-

ing uncertainty into planning for the 
future. They make it impossible for 
the unsubsidized to compete. 

Export subsidization of industrial 
products is absolutely forbidden by 
the GATT. Subsidizing agricultural 
products for export is discouraged in 
all cases, and is banned outright when 
it results in displacement of sales and 
acquisition of market share. In the 
Tokyo Round, the parties to the Sub
sidies Code reaffirmed these rules, and 
it is fair to say that the United States 
has uniformly lived by them. 

I take the floor today, Mr. President, 
to add one more voice to those who 
have denounced a case in which these 
rules are being openly violated. The 
Government of Taiwan has apparently 
decided-for its own reasons, which I 
do not presume to second-guess-to 
guarantee rice farmers a healthy 
return on their investment. To accom
plish this aim, the Taiwanese authori
ties purchase a portion of each rice 
farmer's production at artificially high 
prices. This rice is then taken over by 
the Government. 

Naturally, the result of this policy is 
to encourage rice production, as well 
as the development of a massive sur
plus. Faced with vast accumulations of 
rice far greater than domestic demand, 
Taiwan has begun to offer its rice for 
export. To make its rice competitive, 
the Government absorbs the differ
ence between the price it paid and the 
price at which the rice can be resold. 

This is plainly an export subsidy, 
which can amount to as much as 100 
percent of the value of the crop. It is 
unfair to ask U.S. rice producers to 
compete with the Taiwanese treasury, 
which-unlike our farmers-can set 
prices at fire-sale levels if need be in 
order to move its surplus. 

The effect of this policy, Mr. Presi
dent, is to make the American rice 
farmer the residual supplier on the 
world market. U.S. rice, at market 
prices, will be sold only after stocks of 
artifically priced rice have been ex
hausted. 

Not only do U.S. rice farmers bear 
the short-term burden of this unfair
ness, but the U.S. taxpayer will be sad
dled with the cost in the long term. 
For if U.S. rice-of which yet another 
record crop is expected this year-is 
not exported, farmers will default in 
their loans, and the U.S. Government 
will take title to that rice. American 
taxpayers, who will be required to buy, 
store, and carry the rice produced by 
our farmers, will be the ultimate 
losers. 

Mr. President, the rules of interna
tional trade say that this should not 
happen. Taiwan is bound by those 
rules. Taiwan must be told immediate
ly and in no uncertain terms that its 
program of export subsidization is un
acceptable. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, like other 
Senators I am concerned about the 
dangerous and destructive effects of 
foreign export subsidies on U.S. rice 
farmers. 

The pattern is a familiar one. To 
assure its farmers a guaranteed return 
on investment, the Taiwanese Govern
ment purchases rice at high prices on 
the farm. It then resells that rice at or 
below world prices in the export trade, 
and especially to a traditional and 
growing market for U.S. rice, Indone
sia. 

Taiwan is not a traditional exporter 
of rice. In an effort, initially, to 
become self -sufficient in rice and to 
guarantee its rice farmers a 20-percent 
profit on the rice that the Govern
ment is required to buy, the Taiwanese 
Government has increased its guaran
teed support prices by nearly 400 per
cent in the last 10 years. The guaran
teed support price in 1982 was $458 for 
1982 first crop long-grain rough rice 
and $483 for short-grain. The respec
tive retail prices for milled rice in June 
1982 averaged $754 and $756 per ton. 
Because of the high support price 
levels, Taiwanese rice consumption 
has declined leading to a buildup in 
surplus rice stocks. Rice consumption 
has declined from a peak of 2.4 million 
tons in 1974 to only 1.9 million tons in 
1982. In recent years, Taiwan has ex
ported its surplus-about 250,000 tons 
annually-with over 90 percent of its 
exports going to Indonesia. 

I call upon the Department of Agri
culture and the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative to do everything 
within their power to end the damage 
being visited on the U.S. rice industry. 

Mr. President, our rice farmers have 
suffered enough. We have an enor
mous crop of high-quality rice ready 
for export. We are prepared to com
pete with any other rice producers
but not with public treasuries. The 
rules of international trade do not re
quire us to do that. And those rules 
must be observed. Our citizens justly 
and properly make that demand. 

S. 1589-THE EXTENDED 
BENEFITS DILEMMA 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I have 
joined with my friend and colleague 
from Michigan, Senator CARL LEviN, 
to offer another effort to make some 
sense out of what we call our unem
ployment insurance system in this 
country. 

To call it a system, Mr. President, is 
somewhat of a misnomer, because it 
does not function smoothly and effort
lessly. We have to keep tinkering with 
it, and if it were truly working for our 
citizens, we would not have to be ap
plying band-aids all of the time. 

I am sorry to report that another 
band-aid is in order. This action is nee-
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essary because Dllnois, Michigan, 
Ohio, and many other States have 
triggered off of extended benefits. In 
fact, Mr. President, only 6 States 
remain eligible to pay these benefits. 

Our past attempts to keep States on 
line for extended benefits-and our ef
forts have been numerous-have 
failed. The insured unemployment 
rate, or IUR, is the mechanism by 
which a State becomes eligible for the 
extended benefits program. The IUR 
Is also the determining factor in the 
number of weeks of benefits payable 
under the Federal supplemental com
pensation program. 

My own State of Dlinois is no longer 
eligible to pay extended benefits under 
this formula, because Illinois has 
dropped to a rate of 5.28 percent, 
which is 115 percent of the prior 2 
years. 

What this means in real terms, Mr. 
President, is that during the third 
week of June an unemployed worker 
who qualified for the maximum bene
fits available could be assured of pro
tection under our formula for a total 
of 53 weeks. With the drop in the in
sured unemployment rate during the 
fourth week of June, that same unem
ployed worker would be eligible for 
only 38 weeks of coverage. 

I think it is fair to look back on why 
the FSC program was brought into 
being last September. It was due to a 
similar set of circumstances, where 
States with the highest unemploy
ment rates in the country were trig
gering off extended benefits. 

The FSC program was adopted to 
cope with this problem, since Congress 
refused to repeal the changes imple
mented by the Reconciliation Act of 
1981. These changes made it more dif
ficult for States to qualify for the ex
tended benefits program by raising the 
triggers and changing the way in 
which the IUR was calculated. 

The FSC answer was meant to 
assure that unemployed workers in 
those States which had triggered off 
would still receive the same number of 
weeks of benefits to which they were 
entitled before the State became ineli
gible to make payments. 

In the present situation in which we 
find ourselves, however, unemployed 
workers in Dllnois, as well as others 
who were at one time eligible for the 
extended benefits tier of unemploy
ment compensation, will receive 1 
week less than they used to, and will 
shortly slip to 3 weeks less. 

The FSC program as it is currently 
structured, allows the maximum bene
fits to be paid to unemployed workers 
in States with an insured rate over 6 
percent. Therefore, we experience a 
double penalty: No extended benefits, 
and 2 weeks less of FSC. 

What do we tell our unemployed 
workers who depend on these benefits 
when they ask why they are only eligi
ble for 38 weeks of benefits? Statistics 

do not provide an answer in situations 
like this. These people are looking for 
a way to keep a roof over their heads. 
They are looking for a way to continue 
to meet their basic needs for survival. 
Yet we are telling them that the law is 
the law, and we are sorry, but that is 
the way it is. 

It does not have to be this way, Mr. 
President. This law is not only unfair, 
but it does not address the majority of 
our States that are having the most 
serious problems. The administration 
has estimated that by the end of this 
year, only four States will be eligible 
to pay extended benefits. I wish we 
could say this is going to happen only 
because those 4 States out of 50 would 
be experiencing serious levels of unem
ployment. Unfortunately, that will not 
be the case. 

Our bill offers a new approach to 
this dilemma. It does not repeal exist
ing law. It merely allows an opportuni
ty for States to qualify for the ex
tended benefits program and the max
imum weeks of the Federal supple
mental compensation program based 
on the total unemployment rate, 
rather than the insured unemploy
ment rate. 

If a State has had over 11 percent 
unemployment, surely that is a sign of 
distress. Our bill will alleviate that dis
tress by allowing a State the option of 
using our method of triggering onto 
extended benefits, if the State cannot 
qualify with a 6-percent insured rate, 
or 5 percent if it is 120 percent of the 2 
prior years. Estimates indicate that 
eight States have or soon will trigger 
off of extended benefits, while at the 
same time suffering an unemployment 
rate in excess of 11 percent. 

By addressing the problem as our 
bill does, we are assuring that States 
with the greatest needs are able to pay 
the total allowable number of weeks of 
benefits. 

It is truly unfortunate, Mr. Presi
dent, that we must continue to deal 
with this system in piecemeal fashion. 
The Federal-State unemployment in
surance programs are patched up 
whenever an emergency presents 
itself. There are many of us in this 
body who would like to see that un
wieldly situation changed. The system 
should truly be a system which re
sponds in critical times. It does not do 
that now. 

I commend the distinguished chair
man of the Finance Committee for 
recognizing the need to hold hearings 
on this important subject, and we ap
preciate his cooperation. 

We look forward to working with the 
Finance Committee to find a solution 
to this recurring problem, so that at 
long last we can provide some real an
swers. It is time to tell the mllllons of 
unemployed in our Nation that we 
hear their cries of pain, and that our 
laws can indeed be changed to respond 
to them. 

THE PURSIDT OF PEACE IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
Washington publication Near East 
Report recently published the follow
ing statement of mine on policy 
toward the Middle East. I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MIDDLE EAsT POLICY 

The fundamental goal of American policy 
in the Middle East must be the pursuit of 
the broadest possible peace for the peoples 
of that vital region, a peace that enhances 
the security of our only democratic ally in 
the region, Israel, and a peace that en
hances the stability of moderate Arab na
tions with which we seek closer ties. 

We must be very clear about the best 
means of achieving that goal. Proposals to 
bring peace to this troubled region by a 
"comprehensive settlement" offer an entic
ing prospect for those who hunger for an 
end to the violence endemic to the Middle 
East. But such proposals are a prescription 
for failure. As we have seen in the Nixon
Rogers plan of 1969, the 1977 Carter call for 
negotiations in Geneva, and the recent 
Reagan peace plan, they simply give veto 
power to the most radical Arab elements. 

AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC OBJECTIVES 

A more promising course for American di
plomacy is: 

First, to do all we can to ensure Israeli se
curity so that we can work cooperatively 
with this key regional ally to devise flexible 
approaches to a step-by-step solution to re
gional tensions. 

Second, to do all we can to secure and 
build upon the landmark Egyptian-Israeli 
peace treaty. 

Third, to continue to encourage relatively 
moderate Arabs on the West Bank and Gaza 
to join with the other Camp David parties 
to advance talks on autonomy arrange
ments. 

Unfortunately, the Reagan Administra
tion has pursued a policy that has led to fre
quent and unnecessary confrontation with 
Israel, especially its policy of proliferating 
arms sales to Arab states hostile to Israel. 
The result has been seriously harmful to 
the security interests of both our nations. 

The Reagan Administration: 
Suspended the Memorandum of Under

standing on strategic cooperation Just at a 
time when Israel was reaping the windfall 
of intelligence information from its rout of 
Soviet-armed forces in Lebanon. <Slgn1.fi
cantly, the Administration later flip-flopped 
on this.> 

Suspended contracts for F-16 fighter air
craft sorely needed by Israel <followed by 
another Administration flip-flop>; 

Discouraged close contact between U.S. 
and Israel forces in Lebanon, leading to at 
least one potentially dangerous incident; 

Pursued sophisticated arms sales negotia-
tions with King Hussein of Jordan; 

Opposed Congressional efforts <which I 
led> to increase U.S. aid to Israel (again, an
other Administration flip-fiop ensued>; 

Armed Saudi Arabia with our most ad
vanced technology to enhance the offensive 
capability of their F-15's and sold them 
A WACS without gaining any offsetting con
cessions in the peace pr<.cess. 
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FLAWS IN REAGAN APPROACH 

The Reagan Administration has still not 
learned the basic lessons; confrontation 
with Israel does not gain the cooperation of 
so-called "moderate" Arab states; appease
ment of Arab states at war with Israel will 
not gain their support in the peace process 
or even their recognition of Israel's right to 
exist. 

The Reagan Administration uses "the 
Soviet threat" to the Middle East to justify 
its sales of the most advanced U.S. military 
hardware to Arab confrontation states. But 
the Arabs freely admit that in their view 
Israel, not the Soviet Union, is their main 
enemy. The weapons they buy from us are 
deployed for potential use against Israel, 
with whom all but Egypt are still technical
ly at war. The massive military buildup by 
the Arabs has forced Israel-already bur
dened with a nearly 130 percent inflation 
rate-to spend more than 25 percent of its 
GNP on defense. In the meantime, net U.S. 
aid to Israel under Reagan-aid monies less 
Israeli repayments-has slipped more than 
40 percent in real dollars since 1981. 

Israel relies for her survival on technologi
cal superiority, a margin of safety which the 
Reagan Administration has methodically 
eroded through arms sales to the Arabs. It 
was especially for this reason that I led the 
fight in the Senate against the unwise and 
dangerous A WACS arms package for the 
Saudis. 

REGIONAL TENSIONS 

Our ties to Israel are based on both strate
gic self-interest and moral commitment. 
These principles should also guide efforts to 
improve ties with relatively moderate Arab 
states and to deal with the great humanitar
ian needs of Palestinian refugees. U.S. diplo
matic initiatives towards the Arab world 
must be grounded on a realistic appraisal of 
where our interests converge with theirs 
and where they do not. We should exact a 
quid pro quo from Arab states for any con
cessions we make in the interest of reducing 
regional tensions and improving relations. 
We must make it absolutely clear to them 
that we will never undermine Israeli securi
ty in exchange for oil. We should disabuse 
them of any expectation that we will pres
sure Israel into making any concession inim
ical to Israel's security. 

The Palestinians have been betrayed by 
the radicals of the PLO and the rejection
ists of the Arab world who have used an 
entire generation of Arab youth as cannon 
fodder for their holy war against Israel. 
Radical Arab leaders like to portray "the 
Palestinian problem" as the root of instabil
ity in the Middle East. But the undeniable 
fact is that leaders like today's Khomeinis, 
Husseins, Assads and Quadaffis have been 
engaged in fanatic intramural combat for 
generations. Jordan did nothing for the Pal
estinians from 1947 to 1967 when Jordan oc
cupied the West Bank. Inter-Arab rivalry
not the presence of a Jewish state-is the 
primary source of instability in the Arab 
world. The best hope for the Palestinians is 
peaceful negotiation of the autonomy called 
for in the Camp David Accords, together 
with increased assimilation in neighboring 
Arab countries like Jordan. which, with its 
70 percent Palestinian population, is a genu
inely "Palestinian state." 

CHALLENGES AHEAD 

The challenges ahead for American 
Middle East diplomacy are great. We must 
work relentlessly for restoration of Leba
nese sovereignty, for greater moderation by 
the Arabs, for regional cooperation to dis-

courage potential Soviet adventurism, and university, majoring in both music and 
for continued progress to broaden the Camp . mathematics. 
David framework. This Se te be 

This is going to be a painstakingly slow, P m r, Pam will travel to 
step-by-step process. Lasting peace can not Atlantic City to represent Alabama in 
be imposed from the outside. We must be the Miss America Pageant, were · she 
realistic in our approach, wise in our appre- hopes to duplicate the feat of Steph
ciation of the region's history, and visionary anie Ashmore and take the coveted 
in our commitment to a better future for all walk down the runway. I am sure that 
the people of the region. all Alabamians, and especially those in 

TWO SPECIAL ALABAMIANS: 
STEPHANIE ASHMORE AND 
PAM BATTLES 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of two very spe
cial Alabamians, Stephanie Ashmore 
and Pam Battles, their common alma 
mater, Muscle Shoals High School and 
their home area of Muscle Shoals. 

Besides both hailing from the 
Muscle Shoals area, just a stone's 
throw from my own hometown of Tus
cumbia in northwest Alabama, these 
two young ladies have another 
common bond in that they were both 
chosen to represent Alabama in na
tional pageants, the America's Junior 
Miss Pageant and the Miss America 
Pageant, respectively. Stephanie has 
been fortunate enough, and talented 
enough, to go on to be named Ameri
ca's Junior Miss at the recent national 
pageant held in Mobile, Ala. 

There can be no confusion as to 
whether the people of Muscle Shoals, 
and in particular, the people at the 
high school, are proud of Stephanie 
Ashmore and Pam Battles. In fact, 
after Stephanie's performance in the 
national pageant and Pam's in the 
State pageant, both in June, a person
al friend, Alma Keys, an official at 
Muscle Shoals High School, was 
quoted as saying, "We don't put out 
anything but pretty women here." 

Both young ladies are fine people, 
and their families had a lot to be 
proud of even before their recent suc
cesses. 

Stephanie, the first Alabamian to be 
named America's Junior Miss in the 26 
years of the pageant, is the daughter 
of Dr. and Mrs. James Ashmore. She is 
planning to attend Mississippi State 
University this fall, and plans to major 
in physical therapy. An accomplished 
baton twirler, Stephanie has already 
been chosen by Mississippi State to be 
the school's featured twirler this fall. 
Besides being a member of National 
Honor Society in high school she has 
also been active in both her church 
and in community activities. 

Pam, a senior at the University of 
North Alabama, is the daughter of Mr. 
and Mrs. Clifford Battles. She is an ac
complished pianist, her mother having 
started personal lessons when Pam 
was only 4. At 9 years of age, she 
became a student of the man who is 
still her teacher, Prof. Walter Urben 
of the UNA Music Department. Pam is 
pursuing a twin course of study at the 

the Muscle Shoals area, join me in 
hoping that Pam's dream comes true 
in Atlantic City. 

Mr. President, just as these two fine 
young ladies are to be congratulated 
on their recent achievements, some
thing also needs to be said about an 
area, indeed one single high school, 
that can produce two such outstand
ing young achievers. Being from 
northwest Alabama myself, I have 
always known that our area has been 
blessed with an abundance of particu
larly attractive and talented young 
ladies, but a record like that of Muscle 
Shoals High School in being such a 
factory of beauty and talent is truly to 
be commended and held in high 
esteem. 

A TRIBUTE TO "JUDGE" JOHN H. 
WHITE 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it is a 
great honor for me to rise today to ac
knowledge the many generous contri
butions made to the young people of 
Alabama by one very dedicated and 
very principled man, John H. "Judge" 
White of Bay Minette, Ala., director of 
the Alabama District of Key Club 
International for the past 30 years. 

I am sure that many of my col
leagues are familiar with the reputa
tion of Key Club. The high school af
filiate of Kiwanis International, Key 
Club, and its members, have excep
tionally high ideals of service. They 
are dedicated to identifying the needs 
of a community and working to satisfy 
those needs. They are deeply commit
ted to making the world a better place, 
and tomorrow a better day, through 
service. 

It is within this framework that one 
can best understand the contributions 
made by Judge White. In 1951, he 
became an adviser to the Key Club at 
Baldwin County High School in Bay 
Minette. After attending a Key Club 
international convention with his local 
club, Judge saw the need to create a 
governing organization at the State 
level. 

With that goal in mind, he began 
traveling the State ·of Alabama, plan
ning and organizing the first State, or 
district, convention. In the spring of 
1953 his efforts met with success when 
the first convention was held at the 
Jefferson Davis Hotel in Montgomery. 
Since the Alabama District of Key 
Club was founded there 30 years ago, 
Judge White has been the only direc
tor it has ever had. In addition, for 
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some 32 years, he has remained advis
er to the Key Club at Baldwin County 
High School, the same involvement 
that first brought him into contact 
with Key Club. 

Judge White's involvement with Key 
Club has been multifaceted; he has 
been an adviser, a counselor, an exam
ple, a friend. He has always been will
ing to invest countless hours of his 
time in the futures of the young 
people belonging to Key ·Club. Still, 
time has not been the only form which 
Judge's investments have taken. On 
many occasions, he has taken money 
from his own pocket to help a key 
clubber in financial need, or to provide 
funding for a club project, or to do 
anything at all for Key Club. This was 
done with no request for repayment, 
and no claim of special credit. He is a 
great friend-I know for he has been a 
close personal friend of mine for more 
than 30 years. Also, Tom considers 
Judge one of his closest friends. 

Judge White possesses a genuine 
concern for others, and this, together 
with his dedication to the ideals of 
Key Club, has led to many instances 
of special recognition. In 1960, he was 
awarded the Gold Key, the highest 
honor given by Key Club Internation
al. In 1979, he was given a special rec
ognition at the international conven
tion here in Washington. 

The honors have also gone beyond 
the boundaries of Key Club. In 1974, 
the city of Bay Minette selected Judge 
as "Man of the Year," and opened a 
city park named in his honor. That 
same year, the gymnasium at the Ala
bama Sheriff's Boys Ranch near Deca
tur was named in his honor. The gym
nasium was funded entirely through 
fundraising projects held by Key 
Clubs throughout the State. 

Mr. President, just as the honors 
have come from beyond Key Club, the 
work has gone on outside Key Club. 
Judge White has also been active with 
his community's retired senior volun
teer program, the United Fund, united 
Christmas giving program, the Red 
Cross blood drive, the heart and 
cancer funds, and the Baptist training 
union. 

Throughout his more than 80 years, 
Judge has always been an impressive 
individual. At the age of 16, he was his 
high school's valedictorian. In college, 
he was elected president of his frater
nity-only 10 days after initiation. 

It is this talent, along with his dedi
cation to Key Club and his complete 
refusal to acknowledge any sort of 
"generation gap" that have enabled 
Judge White to touch the lives of 
thousands of Key Club members 
throughout the years. It was this 30-
year achievement which the Alabama 
District of Key Club recognized when 
they dedicated their 30th annual con
vention to John White. Thanks to 
Judge's interest in and devotion to 
young people over the past 30 years, I 

am certain that the future is in good 
hands. 

BLUFF PARK UNITED 
METHODIST CHURCH 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Bluff Park 
United Methodist Church, as it cele
brates its 75th anniversary on June 12. 
The past 75 years have seen this 
church realize tremendous growth. 
And, through these years, the people 
of this church have worked together 
to meet needs in their community. 
Being the son of a Methodist minister, 
I am especially proud to recognize 
Bluff Park United Methodist Church 
for this achievement. 

In 1908, with 20 members in a rural 
church building, costing about $1,000, 
with one part-time minister, Bluff 
Park United Methodist Church em
barked on this 75-year period of re
markable growth. Now its 1,800 mem
bers enjoy a multimillion-dollar com
plex and a staff of 14 persons, includ
ing three full-time ministers. 

Such growth as this comes from 
meeting the needs of people. Bluff 
Park United Methodist Church has 
obviously been meeting the needs of 
people in the community for the past 
75 years. By providing this vital serv
ice to their community, this Bluff 
Park church has worked to maintain 
the founding principle of "one nation 
under God," which has brought our 
Nation to the greatness she knows 
today. 

The church is the cornerstone upon 
which our national heritage was 
founded. With this, our Nation has 
withstood the violent winds of many 
trying times. As evidenced by the 
lengthy tenure of institutions such as 
Bluff Park United Methodist Church, 
this cornerstone remains firmly in 
place. 

Mr. President, I congratulate Bluff 
Park United Methodist Church for the 
past 75 years of successful service. I 
know my colleagues will join with me 
in wishing it equal success in the years 
to come. 

MOBILE'S BOY SCOUTS WIN 
AWARD 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a group from 
my home State which has recently 
brought honor to Alabama by receiv
ing the Gold Seal Award from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. This 
group that I recognize with my com
ments here today and the recipient of 
this year's Gold Seal Award is the 
Mobile Area Council Boy Scouts of 
America. 

The USDA Gold Seal Award is given 
annually to the council, among 520 
Boy Scouts of America councils, which 
makes the greatest progress in achiev
ing five major objectives. These objec-

tives are established to produce con
tinuing conservation programs for 
America's Boy Scouts. The Gold Seal 
Award provides incentives for extra 
effort toward this endeavor. In 1982, 
emphasis was placed on conservation 
by the Boy Scouts. As a result, for the 
first time in the history of the award. 
the gold seal was given to two councils: 
Mobile Area Council and East Texas 
Council. These Scouts are to be com
mended for their effort in the reach
ing of these conservation objectives. 

Alabama is a State of abundant nat
ural resources and our Boy Scouts are 
playing a vital role in protecting these 
resources. As the Mobile Area Council 
was awarded the gold seal, nationwide 
attention of conservational interests 
focuses on Alabama. This attention 
will certainly encourage additional 
effort in the conservation program 
from Boy Scout Councils throughout 
the State. 

Mr. President, I commend the 
Mobile Area Council for assuming this 
leadership position in the conservation 
effort. This honor should initiate a 
statewide response from our Boy 
Scouts that will greatly benefit the 
State of Alabama. 

A GREAT AMERICAN 
INSTITUTION 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this time to honor one of 
America's greatest institutions, and 
several people in particular that epito
mize this institution. The fine tradi
tion that I am speaking of is the 
American family, the backbone of our 
country. The First Lady, Mrs. Reagan, 
has recognized the importance of the 
family, especially in our current indi
vidualistic society, by publicly honor
ing this past month the nine greatest 
American families. One of those fami
lies is the Larry McCord family from 
Slapout in my home State. 

Mrs. Reagan personally presented 
the McCord's with a certificate, ac
knowledging them as one of the great
est families in our country, at a recep
tion on the White House lawn. Chosen 
from among hundreds of families 
nominated for the award, the recipi
ents were ·selected for their involve
ment in State, community, and church 
affairs. "They have touched the lives 
of all those around them, earning the 
respect of all who know them," said 
Willard Scott, the program's emcee, of 
the honored families. The key to the 
fine example they have set is, as Mrs. 
McCord said, "being together, sharing, 
being honest with one another. The 
greatest thing is to love." And for this, 
they were unexpectedly rewarded. 

In addition to the hard work and 
large amount of time their dairy farm 
requires, each member of the McCord 
family serves their community. Mr. 
McCord is the chief of the volunteer 
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fire department, and, his wife, with one another. The greatest thing is to 

Ramona, actively lobbies for farming 10~. McCord was speaking from expert
issues before our State legislature. Be- ence yesterday as she stood on the White 
tween school and farm chores, the House lawn moments after being recog
children have helped organize and ini- nized, along with her husband and four chil
tiate their area's first Farmer's Market dren, as one of the nation's nine greatest 
Day. Their eldest daughter joined the families. 
rescue squad as its first woman The McCords, a second generation farm 

Ind d h the family from Slapout, a small community in member. ee we can see ow Elmore County, were among hundreds of 
McCord's unity and strength have families from across the country considered 
been spread through Elmore County. for the first Great American Family Awards 
We see from their shining example a presented by Nancy Reagan. 
natural, real love for each other and "I just want to tell you how deeply I re-
for their country. spect you and how personally honored I am 

This is the kind of love best created to know you," Mrs. Reagan told the families 
and nutured in a family home. We during a ceremony in the East Room. 
cannot deny the importance of family Mrs. Reagan's voice broke several times 
Influence in Our Society. Hopefully, by and her eyes misted with tears as she spoke. 

"The families we're honoring today grace 
nationally recognizing nine great this room every bit as much as those first 
American families, our public aware- families who have been here." 
ness will increase. And, consequently, The ceremony was the high point for Mrs. 
national respect for the family institu- McCord during a four-day gathering of the 
tion will resurface and continue to award winners. 

"Never, ever did we expect to receive any 
grow. d type of award for anything we've done," she 

I share with Mrs. Reagan a eep said. "We've been rewarded so many times." 
concern and respect for the traditions The president of the Elmore County Ex
of family unity. There are many fami- tension Homemakers Council recommended 
lies across this country, who, like the the McCord family for the award several 
McCord's, have provided innumerable months ago. Larry McCord, a strapping 
services to their communities and local dairy and truck-crop farmer, said he never 
organizations. Their reward is their expected anything to come of the nomina-

! th tion. self-satisfaction which comes rom e But yesterday he stood on a stage with 
comfort and good that they have Mrs. Reagan to accept a framed certificate 
brought to others. Families such as for the example his family has set. 
these are the heart and the working "They have to1,1ched the lives of all those 
hands of the United States. The great around them, earning the respect of all who 
American family gains strength from know them." Willard Scott, program emcee, 
its unity, maintains its unity through said as he introduced the Alabama family. 
its love, and nurtures its love with its Their selection by a panel of judges was 

based on involvement in state, community 
strength. Every single segment of our and church affairs. Every member of the 
fast paced, high technological society McCord family-including daughters Lila, 
benefits from the care and gifts Amer- 22, and Lisa, 19, and sons Jimmy, 14, and 
lean families share. Joel, 8-work on the farm. 

Our young people are perhaps even McCord is chief of the volunteer fire de-
greater beneficiaries of the family ties partment and Lila was the first woman 

th 'ti h hes member of the rescue squad. than are e commum es, c urc ' Mrs. McCord is a statewide prize-winning 
and States. I am sure each one of us 
Can remember, and now realize, the in- cook, in addition to operating tractors and 

other equipment on the family farm. She 
fluence our parents and brothers and also is an active lobbyist for farming issues 
sisters have had on us. We learn so before the state Legislature. 
much from those close around us. Our "Do you ever sleep?" Scott of NBC's 
values, our appreciation of certain "Today" show, asked the McCords. 
things, and our convictions are devel- The family also organzied the first Farm-

in th famil 't Th the ers Market Day in downtown Montgomery 
oped e Y urn · ese are where residents can buy fresh local produce. 
beliefs upon which our country was For Joel, the best part of the Washington 
found and built, and is sustained even visit was appearing on "Today" early yester
today. The love, learning, and fun day morning. The family was interviewed on 
within a family has always played, the White House lawn and ribbed a little 
and as seen in families like the about the name of their hometown. 
McCord's, will continue to play an in- McCord explained the town is called Slap
tegral part in our Nation's heritage. I out because it seemed the owner of the gen-
applaud our Nation's silent strength. eral store was always slap out of everything. 

· A repeat of the story during the White 
Mr. President, I ask unarumous con- House ceremony had the audience in stitch

sent that these articles be placed in es. 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the arti
cles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SLAPOUT'S McCORDS HONORED AS GREAT 
AMERICAN FAIIILY 

<By Gayle McCracken> 
WASHINGTON.-Ramona McCord's answer 

came easily. The key, she said, to rearing a 
great American family in a fast-paced socie
ty is: "Being together, sharing, being honest 

[From the Birmingham <Ala.> News, June 
23, 1983] 

SLAPOUT FARM FAIIILY MoVES FRONT, 
CENTER 

<By Tom Scarritt> 
WASHINGTON.-Larry McCord was shaking 

his head and smiling as he walked out onto 
the White House lawn Wednesday after a 
ceremony to honor nine great American 
families. 

"I told them a little farmer from Slapout, 
Ala., hasn't got a chance in this thing," he 
said. "They proved me wrong." 

McCord, his wife Ramona, and children 
Lila, Lisa, Jimmy and Joel were chosen 
among the honorees to the first annual 
Great American Family Awards Program. 
McCord accepted the award from First Lady 
Nancy Reagan during a ceremony in the 
East Room. 

"It is really fantastic," Mrs. McCord said 
"Never, ever did we expect to receive any 
kind of award for anything we've done." 

Mrs. Reagan was on the verge of tears as 
she told the families how much family life 
meant to her. "Regardless of age, I'm still 
my parents daughter, and the family is very 
central to my life," she said. 

She wanted them to know, she said, "how 
deeply I respect you and how personally 
honored I am to know you." 

The McCords were touched by the cere
mony, they said. 

That event capped a program that began 
last November when 186 families were hon
ored in their communities by seven national 
organizations, including Armed Services, 
YMCA, Family Services Association of 
America, General Federation of Women's 
Clubs, National Association of Life Under
writers, National Extension Homemakers 
Council Inc., National Urban League and 
U.S. Jaycees. 

The McCords, nominated by the Elmore 
County Extension Homemakers Council, 
were among nine families chosen to repre
sent all great American families at the 
White House event. 

They have been involved in community 
and church affairs for a quarter of a centu
ry, according to the biography Today show 
weatherman Willard Scott read at the cere
mony. 

All the family members work the farm, he 
said, and volunteer in a variety of communi
ty services. Mrs. McCord works alongside 
her husband, Scott said, as well as keeping 
the family organized. She organized a 
marching band at her children's school, he 
said, and sewed the shirts and flags for the 
band. 

The trick to raising a great American 
family, Mrs. McCord said afterwards, is 
"staying together, being together, being 
honest <and> the greatest thing is to love." 
It is easier for a family to do that on a 

farm, she said, because all the family mem
bers are together. "We're closer to God and 
nature, and therefore we can be closer to 
one another," she said. 

The McCords, who appeared on the Today 
show Wednesday morning, were to tour the 
White House Wednesday evening and visit 
other Washington points of interest today 
before returning home Friday. 

McCord said his brother, W. C. McCord, a 
chief in the Montgomery Fire Department 
had taken some time off to look after the 
farm while the family was away, and an
other man was hired to milk the cows. The 
McCords may have been participating in a 
White House ceremony but in McCord's 
words, "you have to milk the cows 365 days 
a year." 

Other families honored Wednesday in
clude Mr. and Mrs. Stephen Black of Kenai, 
Alabama; Ural Campbell, a single parent 
from Milwaukee, Wis.; Mrs. Dorothy Harris, 
a single parent from Carter Lake, Iowa; Mr. 
and Mrs. David Keala of Pulcalub, Hawaii; 
Mr. and Mrs. John Madison of Echo, Ore.; 
Sgt. and Mrs. Raymond Oeth of the Baum
holder Military Command in West Germa
ny; Mr. and Mrs. Peter Palmer of Collins, 
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N.Y., and Mrs. Timothy Vann. a single 
parent from st. Paul, Minn. 

KAROL RUTH LATIMER 
FLEMING 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on May 
26, 1983, Alabama lost one of its great
est community supporters when Mrs. 
Karol Ruth Latimer Fleming passed 
away. I know I join her many friends 
and readers in expressing sympathy 
over her untimely death to her hus
band, Charles, and her three sons. 

Geneva County, Ala., will especially 
feel the loss. Mrs. Fleming was a long
time resident of Geneva and had been 
active in many of her community's or
ganizations. She was a member and 
served on the administrative board of 
the First United Methodist Church in 
Geneva. The Geneva Library Board 
and the Geneva Board of City Schools 
received the benefits of her leadership 
when Mr. Fleming served as the 
boards' president and chairman, re
spectfully. Her volunteer work and 
community service did not go unno
ticed. She was the recipient of the Dis
tinguished Service Award of the 
Southeast Alabama Soil and Water 
Conservation District in 1980 and the 
recreation department of Geneva pre
sented the Volunteer Service Award to 
her in 1976. In 1971, the Future Farm
ers of America presented her the State 
Leadership Award and the local chap
ter made her an honorary chapter 
farmer. Most t>ecently before her 
death, Mrs. Flen.Jng was initiated into 
Geneva County Chapter of Delta 
Kappa Gamma, a teacher sorority, as 
an honorary member. Truly these seg
ments of her community felt the bene
fits of her service and paid her tribute 
with these well-deserved awards. 

However, most people know Karol 
Fleming as the editor and publisher of 
the Geneva County Reaper. Her jour
nalistic and photographic talents in
formed and entertained her communi
ty. In her newspaper career, she won 
several awards in statewide competi
tion for her editorials and news sto
ries, including Best News Story in 1976 
and Best Editorial in 1980. Mrs. Flem
ing served as a director on the Ala
bama Press Association Board in 1981 
and 1982. 

Her dedication to a quality paper 
was apparent during her tenure as 
editor of the Reaper. Moreover, her in
fluence on her staff and readers will 
not be soon forgotten. 

Karol Fleming was an active leader 
and a caring person. She recognized 
the goodness in the people and events 
around her and nurtured that good
ness through her warm personality 
and by her writing talent. Indeed, her 
spirit, abilities, and caring will be 
sorely missed by those fortunate to 
have known and loved her. 

Mr. President, I ask for unanimous 
consent that two articles be printed in 
full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the arti
cles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECoRD, as follows: 
[From the Geneva County Reaper, June 2, 

1983] 

OUR KAROL 

<By Orsen B. Spivey> 
This is the first time I have tried to write 

anything in several years. It's not easy, but 
it must be done. 

Last week I could walk out to get a cup of 
coffee, or go to the golf course, or go fish
ing! Karol would take care of everything! 

But ... Karol is gone! Karol Fleming was 
strong. She could write. She could sell. She 
could collect. She could make hard deci
sions. She could lead. She could sweep the 
floor. She could fix the typewriter. She 
could repair the plumbing or the electric 
wiring. She could hire, but she couldn't fire. 

She could make up a· newspaper page with 
speed and skill. She could do what was nec
essary in the darkroom after having shot 
the picture and written the cutlines. I never 
would have been surprised to see her run
ning a printing press, had it become neces
sary. 

She could always smile, but seldom frown. 
She could placate an irate subscriber when 
a paper failed to arrive on time, or an adver
tiser when a mistake was made in an ad. She 
could sit through sometimes boring commis
sion, or council meetings take notes and boil 
them down to a story on the important 
points. 

All this she could do . . . and did, at the 
job she loved! 

Outside the office she could cook, clean 
sweep, mow, paint, repair and other house
hold jobs for her husband Charles and 
three sons, Charlie, Frank and John. and, 
more recently helped care for her daughter
in-law, Joyce. And even more recently, her 
pride and joy, granddaughter, Cassie. 

When finished there, she could check to 
see if her mother and father, Ruth and Sid 
Latimer needed her help. 

And ... she didn't stop there. She had to 
go to a CUb Scout meeting, attend a Little 
League game or a varsity game. She had to 
preside at a meeting of the library board or 
the school board. If there was any time left, 
she would go to Tuscaloosa or Brimingham 
to attend a meeting on the board of Ala
bama Press Association. 

Her church also felt the effects of her ef
forts. She grew up as an active Baptist, but 
their loss became our gain when she mar
ried Charles and transferred her member
ship to United Methodist. She taught tod
dlers and babies in the Sunday School and 
served on many committees and as a 
member of the official board. 

And, sometimes she even found time to do 
some things she really enjoyed, like going to 
an Alabama football game, fishing at Jolly 
Bay, or going with Charles to an insurance 
company convention. 

Yes . . . she could, and did, all those 
things. 

Maybe God, in his mercy and wisdom de
cided that she had done enough. Or, maybe 
he decided he needed her to help him. · 

£From the Geneva County Reaper, June 2, 
1983] 

KARoL RUTH LATIIIBR F'I.Do:NG 

<By Wynnton Melton> 
As I stood at the entrance of the First 

United Methodist Church this past Friday 
and watched the throngs of people file in to 
pay their last respects to Karol Fleming it 
occurred to me th~t there was a uniqueness 
to the crowd that further documented the 
remarkable dimensions of her life. Most, if 
in fact not all, of those in attendance had 
been touched in some positive way by Karol 
in one or more of her innumerable endeav
ors. Her sincere concern for her community 
and the people in it drove her beyond the 
point of duty so often that only a person 
born to serve and kindled by incredible 
energy would have attempted such a life 
style. 

She was an excellent newspaper person 
that sought good news and never resorted to 
sensationalism or character assassination 
that would have no doubt sold newspapers 
but that was not her way and that is what 
separated her from the mode. The hour was 
never too late nor a program too long to 
prevent her from giving every community 
project, school activity, and etc. complete 
and professional coverage. Many a face has 
glowed and many a heart has been warmed 
as they viewed pictures of themselves or 
their families in the RPaper often times on 
occasions that most newspapers would not 
have thought newsworthy and would have 
elected not to cover at all, but she did be
cause she was a special person whom en
joyed making others happy. 

Karol was a people person, like all respon
sible people she had to work with laws, reg
ulations, procedures and figures but her in
terest and strength was working with people 
and their priority transcended all others in 
her life and work. She looked for and found 
the best in all with whom she was associat
ed. She was a trusted and trusting friend to 
so many that one is completely awed as we 
remember. 

She leaves a family for which any mother 
would be proud. Handsome, strong and 
learned all; they will no doubt learn to cope 
with their great loss and continue their her
itage of strength and servive 

I could fill the pages of this paper with 
services that Karol Fleming has rendered to 
the Geneva City Schools but somehow I did 
not feel compelled in that direction when I 
began to write. Perhaps it is because the 
servant was an offspring of the person and 
it is the person I want to remember and 
that we are all going to miss so much. 

SENATII: AND HOUSE RESOLUTIOK, ALAB.uiA 
LEGISLATURE 

Whereas, it is with deep sadness and 
regret that the Alabama Senate notes the 
untimely death of Mrs. Karol Ruth Fleming 
of Geneva, Alabama, on May 26, 1983, at the 
age of 51 years; and 

Whereas, Mrs. Fleming, who was publish
er of the Samson Ledger and Hartford 
News-Herald, and editor of the Geneva 
County Reaper, was a graduate of Geneva 
County High School and of the University 
of Alabama where she was a member of 
Kappa Delta Sorority and Mortar Board; 
and 

Whereas, Mrs. Fleming was a member and 
served on the administrative board of the 
First United Methodist Church in Geneva, 
was a past member and chairman of the 
Geneva City School Board and also served 
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on the Board of Directors of the Geneva 
Public Library; and 

Whereas, she further served as a director 
on the Alabama Press Association Board for 
1981 and 1982 and was the recipient of nu
merous awards of excellence by the associa
tion in recognition of her outstanding Jour
nalistic and photographic skills; and 

Whereas, Mrs. Fleming additionally had 
been honored on a number of occasions for 
outstanding service in other areas of volun
teerism and community involvement; and 

Whereas, she is survived by her husband, 
Mr. Charles w. Fleming, and their three 
sons; by one grandchild; and by her parents, 
Mr. and Mrs. Sidney F. Latimer, whose 
sorrow we share and with whom we mourn 
even as we give thanks for the life of Karol 
Ruth Fleming; now therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the Legis
lature of Alabama, That we grievously 
mourn the death of Mrs. Karol Ruth Flem
ing of Geneva, Alabama, and direct that 
copies of this resolution, bespeaking our 
sorrow, be forwarded to her family, to the 
Samson Ledger, Hartford News-Herald and 
to the Geneva County Reaper. 

MEMORIAL DAY IN TROY, ALA. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, this 

past Memorial Day I had the pleasure 
of attending the holiday program held 
in Troy, Ala. On arriving at the Bicen
tennial Park there in Troy, the patri
otism of the citizens was evident, not 
only in the preparations for the Me
morial Day festivities, but also in their 
attempts to take every opportunity to 
honor this Nation and its veterans. 

The Bicentennial Park I mentioned 
a moment ago was established in 1976 
by the people of Troy as a token of 
their patriotism. That year, the park 
was dedicated, a monument erected, 
and shrubbery planted. On Veterans 
Day 1981, three large flagpoles, bear
ing the flags of America, Alabama, and 
Troy, were dedicated. A gazebo was 
erected and additional trees and 
shrubs planted in memory of Pike 
County citizens. 

By Veterans Day of 1982, 100 Ameri
can flags flew as memorials to de
ceased veterans. These flags were pur
chased by the families and friends of 
deceased veterans, to be flown on Me
morial Day, Flag Day, the Fourth of 
July and Veterans Day. 

By this past Memorial Day, when I 
visited Troy, there were some 220 of 
these memorial flags lining the 
Avenue of Flags. 

The members of the Troy Bicenten
nial Committee, under the leadership 
of Nell Whittle, and the Troy Chapter 
of the American Legion Auxiliary, 
under the direction of Mrs. Joyce 
Austin, are to be particularly com
mended for their efforts in these 
areas. 

Troy is also the home of another 
rather unique example of patriotism, 
James D. Williams, a veteran of World 
War II and a legionnaire of 35 years. 
During this time, he has devoted a 
great deal of time and effort to honor
ing his departed comrades. 

In 1970, he was accorded personal 
recognition by President Nixon for his 
displays of white crosses and American 
flags on the graves of veterans. The 
President wrote: 

I was particularly heartened to learn of 
your special observance of Memorial Day. 
You have paid a great tribute to the men 
who have served our nation in times of war 
and who continue to make great sacrifices 
for peace and freedom in the world. 

Williams has continued to provide 
flags for veterans' grav~. bearing the 
expenses all by himself. He has now 
placed American flags on the graves of 
veterans in 35 cemeteries across Pike 
County. This year alone, he has pur
chased two gross of flags for this pur
pose. In addition, he has taken it upon 
himself to try and provide the pres
ence of an American flag and the 
colors of the Legion at funerals of 
every veteran in Pike County, even if 
he did not know the veteran or the 
family. 

James Williams asks no payment for 
his work. He does it purely out of love 
for our country, and for that I com
mend him. 

The featured speaker at Troy's fes
tivities this year was Dr. Edwin 
Walter, pastor of the First Baptist 
Church of Troy. Dr. Walter delivered 
what I thought was a very moving and 
thoughtful tribute to the many Ameri
cans who have worked to insure our 
freedom. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Dr. Walter's speech be print
ed in the RECORD at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

It is indeed a pleasure for me to rep
resent the patriotic people of Troy, 
Ala., people with such great pride in 
and dedication to our country. 

There being no objection, the ad
dress was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MEMORIAL DAY ADDRESS, MAY 30, 1983 
<Delivered by Dr. Edwin R . Walter> 

I'm proud to be an American. I'm also 
proud to be standing here in this park in 
Troy, Alabama, with the freedom to cele
brate Memorial Day as we are doing. Free
dom always costs somebody something. 

On July 4, 1776, in the Continental Con
gress, representatives of the thirteen Ameri
can colonies gave full and formal approval 
of a resolution announcing the separation 
of those colonies from Great Britain. Due to 
this stand for freedom, the United States of 
America was born. That document, forged 
by the gallant lives of fifty-six men, was and 
is now known as the Declaration of Inde
pendence. The purpose of that hallowed 
declaration was to state the clear-cut convic
tion of some brave men that they should 
never again be oppressed by political powers 
from without. It was, indeed, a declaration 
of freedom. 

But, what is freedom? What is freedom to 
you, to me? What does it mean to be free in 
America? 

Freedom is Father Jacques Marquette, a 
Jesuit priest, braving unknown waters in a 
canoe with his partner Louis Joliet, to open 
the Mississippi River to exploration, trade, 
and commerce. 

It is Sequoyah, the Cherokee chief, devel
oping a written language for his people and 
growing so tall in American esteem that the 
giant redwoods of California were named 
for him. 

It is Crispus Attucks, a black man, becom
ing one of the first to die for American lib
erty while facing the British in Boston in 
1770. 

It is John Witherspoon, the only clergy
man to sign the Declaration of Independ
ence, also helping to write the treaty ending 
the war for liberty. 

Freedom is Julia Ward Howe, unable to 
sleep after hearing a Civil War song, scrib
bling through the night to write words to it 
for what became "The Battle Hymn of the 
Republic!" 

It is Jonas Salk leading in the develop
ment of a vaccine against polio, virtually 
eliminating it as a cause of crippling chil
dren and adults. 

It is congregationist missionaries pioneer
ing in the development of what is now our 
50th state, the Hawaiian Islands. 

One of the freedoms that God has given 
us is the freedom of choice. Freedom in 
America is a variety of choices which we all 
have available to us. Abraham Lincoln, in 
his Gettysburg Address, in which he sought 
to bind the wounds between the north and 
south expressed hope that there would be 
"a new birth of freedom" in a nation that 
had been founded only "four score and 
seven years ago." 

Let me share with you the simple stories 
of a few of the heroes who have gone before 
us and shaped our history. Since there is 
not enough time to tell about all of them, I 
will focus on only a few of the remarkable 
individuals who helped bring about a "new 
birth of freedom" in America. 

One of the earliest success stories in 
American history shows what a person can 
do if he is really motivated. We are more fa
miliar with the man as a firebrand lawyer 
who stood in St. John's Episcopal church, 
on a Richmond hilltop in 1775, and whipped 
his fellow Virginians into enthusiastic 
action against the British with the declara
tion, "I know not what course others may 
take but as for me, give me liberty, or give 
me death!" Of course we know the young 
man as Patrick Henry. 

Three years before the signing of the Dec
laration of Independence, another event oc
curred which was an important milestone 
on the road to freedom. It became known as 
the Boston Tea Party. Colonists protested a 
special tax imposed by the government of 
King George II by pouring three shiploads 
of tea into the Boston Harbor. One of the 
Bostonians was Paul Revere. Henry Wads
worth Longfellow immortalized Revere for 
his ride through the countryside to warn of 
the approaching British army. 

I was surprised when I found a story lost 
in the shadows of history similar to Paul 
Revere's. It is the story of a teenage hero
ine, Sybil Ludington, whose midnight ride 
took her from her home in Patterson, New 
York, a few miles away to Danburg, Con
necticut. Little Sybil galloped more than 
fifty miles in wind and rain on that night in 
1777 to summon troops to help repel the 
British. 

Our nation has never suffered from a 
shortage of men and women who were will
ing to stand up and be counted when it 
came to freedom. A young pastor, Peter 
Muhlenberg, managed to shake up his con
gregation in Woodstock, Virginia. To con
clude a Sunday morning sermon, Muhlen
berg threw off his clerical robes to reveal 
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himself in the uniform of a Colonel in the 
Continental Army. "In the language of Holy 
Writ," he exclaimed, "there is a time for all 
things. There is a time to preach and a time 
to fight: and now is the time to fight!" Then 
he ordered, "Roll the drums for recruits!" 
Three hundred men enlisted that day to 
serve with Muhlenberg in what became the 
Eighth Virginia Regiment. 

James Caldwell, a Presbyterian preacher 
is another unsung hero of old. He dared to 
help Revolutionary soldiers in Elizabeth, 
New Jersey, in a moment of need. When the 
fighting men ran out of wadding material to 
ram into their muskets, Caldwell produced 
an armful of Isaac Watts hymnals. "Now, 
put Watts into them, boys!" he roared, as 
the soldiers ripped out pages and stuffed 
them into their weapons. Caldwell saved the 
day, but he lost his wife, killed by a stray 
bullet, and his church, destroyed by fire; he 
was later killed by an American sentry who 
was subsequently tried and executed for his 
murder. 

Freedom is never free; it always costs 
someone something. I shall never forget the 
first time I saw a young man in Winston 
Salem, North Carolina. He stood straight as 
he walked across the platform to the pulpit. 
He was to give a personal testimony at a Bill 
Glass Crusade for Christ. At first glance 
several features were noticeable. There was 
a black patch where his left eye should have 
been. A hook extended from the artificial 
limb where a strong left arm had once 
helped to make him an outstanding athlete. 
His face had been repaired through the 
process of more than two dozen operations. 
Through it all this former colleg~ athlete, 
high school coach, and young family man 
h:l.d a certain handsome appearance. 

Lt. Clebe McClary went on to share his 
story. At twenty-six years of age he had left 
his coaching career to enlist in the United 
States Marine Co :ps. Following training in 
Quantico, he had been sent to Vietnam. 
While leading his nineteenth "recon" 
patrol, Clebe and his twelve men were at
tacked. 'Iwo gave their lives; four others 
were severely wounded. When a hand gre
nade was thrown near his men, Lt. McClary 
threw his body on top of it to save their 
lives. Miraculously, the young man from 
Georgetown, South Carolina, was lifted to 
safety by helicopters. 

On a plaque presented to Lt. McClary by 
his admiring men is the following state
ment: "In this world of give and take, there 
are all too few who are willing to give what 
it takes." Surely, Clebe McClary is an exam
ple in modem history that freedom is never 
free. It is always bought with blood. Down 
through the years it has always been so. 
This young man lives to tell this story that 
many left untold in a bath of death's bloody 
battles. 

Somehow we need to remind fellow Ameri
cans of the price our freedom has cost. 
Those who are guilty of defacing the flag, of 
criticizing and never helping, of taking and 
never giving, need to know how to appreci
ate that freedom for which such a high 
price has been paid Surely, we should know 
that freedom is never free. It is purchased 
by those who are willing to "give what it 
takes." 

Beloved patriots such as John Adams un
derstood the cost of liberty. On the day the 
Declaration of Independence was signed, 
Adams said in an address before the Conti
nental Congress: "Live or die; sink or swim; 
survive or perish; I am committed to this 
Declaration of Independence. I am commit
ted, and if God wills it, I am ready to die 

that this nation may be free." Because of 
that declaration, men equipped with little 
more than hunting rifles went out to do 
battle with the greatest nation in the world 
in that day. By human valor and sacrifice, 
they won the freedom we enjoy. Freedom is 
never free; it is bought by blood. 

In our time, as in the heroic past, a reaf
firmation of faith in America's freedom and 
in the God of our fathers is vital to our 
future. Through this faith we shall produce 
a new breed of great Americans: men and 
women who, like our forefathers, share 
Longfellow's belief that: 
"Lives of great men all remind us 
We can make our lives sublime, 
And, departing, leave behind us 
Footprints on the sands of time." 
I'm proud to be an American; and, I trust, 

you are also! 

THE EUFAULA VIETNAM WAR 
MEMORIAL 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, at the 
end of every May our great country 
pauses to remember the veterans who 
have sacrificed to make our country 
what it is today. The observance of 
Memorial Day brings nationwide at
tention to our ideals and our freedom, 
bought with the sacrifices of our vet
erans who thought that these values 
were definitely worth fighting for. On 
that day, we honor those veterans, 
those who have worked and trained 
hard, those who have risked their 
lives, and those who have lost their 
lives in conflicts. Why did they fight? 
They fought to sustain democracy and 
protect their country. Our heritage, 
for more than 200 years, has been 
founded on such sacrifices, and 
through ceremonies on Memorial Day, 
we demonstrate that we have believed, 
we do believe, and we will continue to 
believe in them-for both their spirit 
and their courage. 

No less is true for our veterans who 
fought in the Vietnam conflict. Unfor
tunately, they have suffered from the 
confusion and anger of public opinion 
concerning this conflict, too often re
ceiving the blame for something for 
which they were not responsible. De
spite the unpopularity of the conflict 
in which they served, they served 
bravely and patriotically, and, just as 
do our other veterans, they deserve 
our recognition and our honor. 

The city of Eufaula, Ala., has done 
just this very thing when, on this past 
Memorial Day, they dedicated a me
morial to the thousands of men who 
fought in Vietnam. The dedication of 
a beautiful marble and bronze eagle
topped monument, honoring these war 
veterans, was the culmination of 16 
long months of planning and fundrais
ing. Spearheaded by retired Sgt. Maj. 
William Nolin, Gaylon Amerson, and 
Ted Dotson, the Eufaula Vietnam Vet
erans Memorial Committee raised over 
$7,000 from private donations and 
from a veterans' march from Eufaula 
to Montgomery last December. The 
weekend-long festivities, highlighted 

by the presence as guest speakers of 
Gen. William Westmoreland, com
mander of the U.S. Assistance Com
mand in Vietnam, and Eufaula's own 
native son, retired Vice Adm. Joseph 
Moorer, served as a long overdue "wel
come home" reception for many veter
ans of Vietnam. 

The tremendous effort and good will 
of the Eufaula Memorial Committee 
should serve as an initial step in ad
dressing the needs of our Vietnam vet
erans. The memorial itself is a lasting 
symbol to those who served so proudly 
and courageously when their country 
called, only to be ignored by much of 
that country when they returned. We 
have started to make amends, with the 
National Vietnam Memorial in Wash
ington, and, on a more personal and 
local scale, with the Vietnam Memori
al in Eufaula. 

Mr. President, I found it a tremen
dously moving experience to be 
present at the dedication of this me
morial. The people of Eufaula are to 
be commended for their efforts and 
their dedication on behalf of all the 
Americans who fought in Vietnam. 
Perhaps the inscription on the pri
mary plaque of the monument conveys 
the proper sentiment far better than I 
could, Mr. President, when it says: 

Dedicated to all veterans of the Vietnam 
War in tribute to the gallant sacrifices made 
by those men and women of all branches of 
America's military whose unselfish and con
spicuous performance of duty represented 
the finest traditions of the United States. 
Their unswerving loyalty to this Nation, 
their dedication to the ideals of strength 
and freedom, their determination to protect 
the integrity of this country gives every 
American a true sense of what the word Pa
triotism really means. 

As a veteran of the Second World 
War, Mr. President, I can understand 
the meaning of those words, just as I 
can understand the meaning of an
other inscription on the monument, a 
quotation from Gen. Creighton 
Abrams of the United States Army: 

Nobody in his right mind welcomes war. 
Especially those who have seen it. The pain, 
the carnage, the destruction are beyond tell
ing. But the less prepared we are, the great
er the cost of war when it comes. 

The monument erected by the 
people of Eufaula serves as a fitting 
reminder of all those who did sacrifice 
in the service of our Armed Forces. It 
is a project of which the city should be 
proud, and I congratulate its citizens 
on its success and meaning. 

THE FEDERAL PROSECUTOR 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr: President, the 

Federal prosecutor is one of the most 
important figures in our law enforce
ment and judicial system. They have 
been granted wide discretion, often 
with only their own conscience to 
guide them. 
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One of the best expressions of the 

role and responsibilities of the Federal 
prosecutor is in an article recently 
brought to my attention by Carl Ship
ley, a prominent attorney in Washing
ton. 

This article is the contents of an ad
dress given at the Second Annual Con
ference of U.S. Attorneys in 1940 by 
then Attorney General of the United 
States, Robert H. Jackson. Mr. Jack
son later served as Justice on the U.S. 
Supreme Court. 

Although this speech was delivered 
over 43 years ago, it embodies 
thoughts that should be brought to 
the attention of U.S. attorneys and 
other prosecutors today. 

Mr. President, I ask that this speech 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Journal of the American 
Judicature Society, June 19401 

THE FEDERAL PROSECUTOR 

<By Robert H. Jackson 1 > 
"The qualities of a good prosecutor are as 

elusive and as impossible to define as those 
which mark a gentleman. And those who 
need to be told would not understand it 
anyway." 

It would probably be within the range of 
that exaggeration permitted in Washington 
to say that assembled in this room is one of 
the most powerful peace-time forces known 
to our country. The prosecutor has more 
control over life, liberty, and reputation 
than any other person in America. His dis
cretion is tremendous. He can have citizens 
investigated and, if he is that kind of 
person, he can have this done to the tune of 
public statements and veiled or unveiled in
timations. Or the prosecutor may choose a 
more subtle course and simply have a citi
zen's friends interviewed. The prosecutor 
can order arrests, present cases to the grand 
jury in secret session, and on the basis of his 
one-sided presentation of the facts, can 
cause the citizen to be indicted and held for 
trial. He may dismiss the case before trial, 
in which case the defense never has a 
chance to be heard. Or he may go on with a 
public trial. If he obtains a conviction, the 
prosecutor can still make recommendations 
as to sentence, as to whether the prisoner 
should get probation or a suspended sen
tence, and after he is put away, as to wheth
er he is a fit subject for parole. While the 
prosecutor at his best is one of the most be
neficent forces in our society, when he acts 
from malice or other base motives, he is one 
of the worst. 

These powers have been granted to our 
law-enforcement agencies because it seems 
necessary that such a power to prosecute be 
lodged somewhere. This authority has been 
granted by people who really wanted the 
right thing done-wanted crime eliminat
ed-but also wanted the best in our Ameri
can traditions preserved. 

Because of this immense power to strike 
at citizens, not with mere individual 
strength, but with all the force of govern-

1 This address by the Attorney General of the 
United States was delivered at the Second Annual 
Conference of United States Attorneys held in the 
Department of Justice Building, Washington. on 
Aprtll, 1940. 

ment itself, the post of federal district attor
ney from the very beginning has been safe
guarded by presidential appointment, re
quiring confirmation of the senate of the 
United State. You are thus required to win 
an expression of confidence in your charac
ter by both the legislative and the executive 
branches of the government before assum
ing the responsibilities of a federal prosecu
tor. 

Your responsibility in your several dis
tricts for law enforcement and for its meth
ods cannot be wholly surrendered to Wash
ington, and ought not to be assumed by a 
centralized department of justice. It is an 
unusual and rare instance in which the local 
district attorney should be superseded in 
the handling of litigation, except where he 
requests help of Washington. It is also clear 
that with his knowledge of local sentiment 
and opinion, his contact with and intimate 
knowledge of the views of the court, and his 
acquaintance with the feelings of the group 
from which jurors are drawn, it is an unusu
al case in which his judgment should be 
overruled. 

Experience, however, has demonstrated 
that some measure of centralized control is 
necessary. In the absence of it different dis
trict attorneys were striving for different in
terpretations or applications of an act, or 
were pursuing different conceptions of 
policy. Also, to put it mildly, there were dif
ferences in the degree of diligence and zeal 
in different districts. To promote uniformity 
of policy and action, to establish some 
standards of performance, and to make 
available specialized help, some degree of 
centralized administration was found neces
sary. 

Our problem, of course, is to balance these 
opposing considerations. I desire to avoid 
any lessening of the prestige and influence 
of the district attorneys in their districts. At 
the same time we must proceed in all dis
tricts with that uniformity of policy which 
is necessary to the prestige of federal law. 

Nothing better can come out of this meet
ing of law enforcement officers than a re
dedication to the spirit of fair play and de
cency that should animate the federal pros
ecutor, Your positions are of such independ
ence and inportance that while you are 
being diligent, strict, and vigorous in law en
forcement you also afford to be just. Al
though the government technically loses its 
case, it has really won if justice has been 
done. The lawyer in public office is justified 
in seeking to leave behind him a good 
record. But he must remember that his 
most alert and severe, but just, judges will 
be the members of his own profession, and 
that lawyers rest their good opinion of each 
other not merely on results accomplished 
but on the quality of the performance. Rep
utation has been called "the shadow cast by 
one's daily life." Any prosecutor who risks 
his day-to-day professional name for fair 
dealing to build up statistics of success has a 
perverted sense of practical values, as well 
as defects of character. Whether one seeks 
promotion to a judgeship, as many prosecu
tors rightly do, or whether he returns to pri
vate practice, he can have no better asset 
than to have his profession recognize that 
his attitude toward those who feel his power 
has been dispassionate, reasonable and just. 

The federal prosecutor has now been pro
hibited from engaging in political activities. 
I am convinced that a good-faith acceptance 
of the spirit and letter of that doctrine will 
relieve many district attorneys from the em
barrassment of what have heretofore been 
regarded as legitimate expectations of polit-

leal service. There can also be no doubt that 
to be closely identified with the intrigue, 
the money raising, and the machinery of a 
particular party or faction may present a 
prosecuting officer with embarrassing align
ments and associations. I think the Hatch 
Act should be utilized by federal prosecu
tors as a protection against demands on 
their time and their prestige to participate 
in the operation of the machinery of practi
cal politics. 

There is a most important reason why the 
prosecutor should have, as nearlY as possi
ble, a detached and impartial view of all 
groups in his community. Law enforcement 
is not automatic. It isn't blind. One of the 
greatest difficulties of the position of pros
ecutor is that he must pick his cases, be
cause no prosecutor can ever investigate all 
of the cases in which he receives complaints. 
If the department of justice were to make 
even a pretence of reaching every possible 
violation of federal law, ten times its 
present staff would be inadequate. We know 
that no local police force can strictly en
force the traffic laws, or it would arrest half 
the driving popualtion on any given morn
ing. What every prosecutor is practically re
quired to do is to select the cases for pros
ecution and to select those in which the of
fense is the most flagrant, the public harm 
the greatest, and the proof the most certain. 

If the prosecutor is obliged to choose his 
cases, it follows that he can choose his de
fendants. Therein is the most dangerous 
power of the prosecutor: that he will pick 
people that he thinks he should get, rather 
than pick cases that need to be prosecuted. 
With the law books filled with a great as
sortment of crimes, prosecutors stand a fair 
chance of finding at least a technical viola
tion of some act on the part of almost 
anyone. In such a case, it is not a question 
of discovering the commission of a crime 
and then looking for the man who has com
mitted it, it is a question of picking the man 
and then searching the law books, or put
ting investigators to work, to pin some of
fense on him. It is in this realm-in which 
the prosecutor picks some person whom he 
dislikes or desires to embarrass, or selects 
some group of unpopular persons and then 
looks for an offense, that the greatest 
danger of abuse of prosecuting power lies. It 
is here that law enforcement becomes per
sonal, and the real crime becomes that of 
being unpopular with the predominant or 
governing group, being attached to the 
wrong political views, or being personally 
obnoxious to or in the way of the prosecutor 
himself. 

In times of fear or hysteria political, 
racial, religious, social, and economic 
groups, often from the best of motives, cry 
for the scalps of individuals or groups be
cause they do not like their views. Particu
larly do we need to be dispassionate and 
courageous in those cases which deal with 
so-called "subversive activities." They are 
dangerous to civil liberty because the pros
ecutor has no definite standards to deter
mine what constituties a "subversive activi
ty," such as we have for murder or larceny. 
Activities which seem benevolent and help
ful to wage earners, persons on relief, or 
those who are disadvantaged in the struggle 
for existence may be regarded as "subver
sive" by those whose property interests 
might be burdened or affected thereby. 
Those who are in office are apt to regard as 
"subversive" the activities of any of those 
who would bring about a change of adminis
tration. Some of our soundest constitutional 
doctrines were once punished as subversive. 
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We must not forget that it was not so long 
ago that both the term "Republican" and 
the term "Democrat" were epithets with 
sinister meaning to denote persons of radi
cal tendencies that were "subversive" of the 
order of things then dominant. 

In the enforcement of laws that protect 
our national integrity and existence, we 
should prosecute any and every act of viola
tion, but only overt acts, not the expression 
of opinion, or activities such as the holding 
of meetings, petitioning of Congress, or dis
semination of news or opinions. Only by ex
treme care can we protect the spirit as well 
as the letter of our civil liberties, and to do 
so is a responsiblity of the federal prosecu
tor. 

Another delicate task is to distinguish be
tween the federal and the local in law-~n
forcement activities. We must bear in mind 
that we are concerned only with the pros
ecution of acts which the Congress has 
made federal offenses. Those acts we should 
prosecute regardless of local sentiment, re
gardless of whether it exposes lax local en
forcement, regardless of whether it makes 
or breaks local politicians. 

But outside of federal law each locality 
has the right under our system of govern
ment to fix its own standards of law en
forcement and of morals. And the moral cli
mate of the United States is as varied as its 
physical climate. For example, some states 
legalize and permit gambling, some states 
prohibit it legislatively and protect it ad
ministratively, and some try to prohibit it 
entirely. The same variation of attitudes to
wards other law-enforcement problems 
exists. The federal government could not 
enforce one kind of law in one place and 
another kind elsewhere. It could hardly 
adopt strict standards for loose states or 
loose standards for strict states without 
doing violence to local sentiment. In spite of 
the temptation to divert our power to local 
conditions where they have become offen
sive to our sense of decency, the only long
term policy that will save federal justice 
from being discredited by entanglements 
with local politics is that it confine itself to 
strict and impartial enforcement of federal 
law, letting the chips fall in the community 
where they may. Just as there should be no 
permitting or local considerations to stop 
federal enforcement, so there should be no 
striving to enlarge our power over local af
fairs and no use of federal prosecutions to 
exert an indirect influence that would be 
unlawful if exerted directly. 

The qualities of a good prosecutor are as 
elusive and as impossible to define as those 
which mark a gentleman. And those who 
need to be told would not understand it 
anyway. A sensitiveness to fair play and 
sportsmanship is perhaps the best protec
tion against the abuse of power, and the 
citizen's safety lies in the prosecutor who 
tempers reality with human kindness, who 
seeks truth and not victims, who serves the 
law and not factional purposes, and who ap
proaches his task with humility. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1450: AVOID
ING DELAYS IN THE VETER
ANS' ADMINISTRATION'S MA
JOR CONSTRUCTION PROJ
ECTS 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on 

June 29, 1983, as ranking minority 
member of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, I submitted, for appropriate 
reference, amendment No. 1450 to S. 

1388, the proposed Veterans' Disabil
ity Compensation and Survivors' Bene
fits Amendments of 1983. The purpose 
of this amendment, which is now 
pending before the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, is to enable the Veterans' 
Administration-on a 1-year trial 
basis-to avoid certain extensive 
delays in the completion of certain VA 
medical facility major construction 
projects. It will achieve this purpose 
by permitting the agency to use up to 
$25 million in its major construction 
account working reserve to undertake 
working drawings for those projects in 
fiscal year 1984 despite the fact that 
they have not yet been approved in 
the appropriations process or by the 
Veterans' Affairs Committees. These 
so-called major reserve funds are 
funds that the Administrator deter
mines are no longer necessary for the 
projects for which they were appropri
ated. 

On May 25, I submitted for printing 
amendment No. 1298 to S. 578. That 
amendment, which is cosponsored by 
Senators BYRD, RANDOLPH, MATSUNAGA, 
DECONCINI, SASSER, and EXON, had the 
same purpose as the amendment sub
mitted on June 29. I did not call up 
amendment No. 1298 when S. 578 was 
under consideration of June 28 be
cause we were then engaged in discus
sions about the amendment with inter
ested Senators and others. 

Amendment No. 1450 is a scaled
down version of amendment No. 1298. 
It contains provisions derived from the 
prior amendment-with the modifica
tions being made both in order to 
achieve a consensus and in order to 
produce legislation that the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee can consider during 
its markup of S. 1388, now scheduled 
for July 21, and, consistent with sec
tion 402(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 197 4, report to the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, in the statement I 
made when submitting amendment 
No. 1298, I explained why it seems 
very desirable to allow the VA to un
dertake working drawings of medical 
facility projects as soon as it is ready 
to do them rather than-as the VA 
now must-stop all work on a project 
when it has reached that stage and 
wait at least 18 months for Office of 
Management and Budget and congres
sional approvals. That statement ap
peared in the RECORD for May 25, 1983, 
at page 13854, and I will not now 
repeat the detailed justification I pre
sented then for avoiding those delays 
in the manner proposed. Rather, I 
would like to note briefly that what I 
proposed in amendment No. 1298-and 
am proposing on a smaller scale in 
amendment No. 1450-is authorizing 
the VA, on a trial basis, to avoid such 
delays in the cases of a limited number 
of projects. The results of doing so 
should help the Congress determine 
whether permitting the VA to proceed 

simultaneously to undertake working 
drawings and seek OMB and congres
sional approvals is cost-effective and 
otherwise advisable. 

Mr. President, amendment No. 1450 
differs in three significant respects 
from amendment No. 1298. 

First, I deleted the provision in 
amendment No. 1298 that would au
thorize the appropriation of $50 mil
lion in fiscal year 1984 to permits the 
VA to undertake working drawings. 
With this authorization of appropria
tions deleted, this legislation may 
properly be considered and reported 
by the committee without running 
afoul of section 402<a> of the Budget 
Act, which requires that authoriza
tions of appropriations be reported not 
later than May 15. 

Second, I reduced from $5 million to 
$2.5 million the amount that may be 
expended in the expedited process for 
the co~pletion of working drawings 
on any one medical facility construc
tion project. The $5 million limit was 
premised on the understanding that 
working drawings usually cost the VA 
approximately 10 percent of the total 
cost of a project. After seeking clarifi
cation on this matter, it is now my un
derstanding that the amount expend
ed on working drawings is closer to 6 
percent of the total cost. Limiting the 
amount permitted to be used on any 
one project to $2.5 million, using the 6-
percent figure, still permit the VA to 
undertake working drawings on 
projects having a total cost of approxi
mately $42 million. 

Third, the proposed authority to use 
the working reserve for working draw
ings would not cover working drawings 
for the replacement or new construc
tion of a complete health-care facility. 
The purpose of this modification is to 
address concerns expressed that giving 
the VA now the authority to proceed
without formal congressional approv
al-farther down the road to construc
tion of complete health-care facilities 
projects is unwise and unnecessary. 
Certainly, I agree that it is not neces
sary for the experiment we are propos
ing for the VA to have this authority. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
modified proposal in amendment No. 
1450 would be a useful step forward, if 
enacted, in helping to avoid delays in 
the VA construction program. I plan 
to work closely with my colleagues on 
the Veterans' Affairs and Appropria
tions Committees in seeking favorable 
action on this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of amendment No. 
1450 be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the amendment was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

On page 6, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following new title: 
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TITLE III-EXPEDITING CERTAIN 

MEDICAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECTS 
SEC. 301. <a> Subject to subsection <b> and 

notwithstanding section 5004<a><1> of title 
38, United States Code, or any other provi
sion of law, not to exceed $25,000,000 in 
funds that were appropriated to the Veter
ans' Administration construction, major 
projects, account and that the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs has determined are 
no longer needed either for the projects for 
which such funds were appropriated or for 
contingencies arising in the Veterans' Ad
ministration's construction program may be 
expended in fiscal year 1984 for the purpose 
of undertaking in fiscal year 1984 working 
drawings for the construction or alteration 
of any medical facility in order that such 
construction or alteration can, subject to ap
propriations therefor, be undertaken in 
fiscal year 1985, except that no funds may 
be expended under this paragraph for work
ing drawings for the replacement or new 
construction of a complete health-care facil
ity. 

<b><1> The amount obligated for working 
drawings under subsection <a> for any one 
medical facility shall not exceed $2,500,000. 

<2> No working drawings for the construc
tion or alteration of any particular medical 
facility shall be undertaken under subsec
tion <a> unless 30 days prior to undertaking 
the drawings the Administrator has provid
ed to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs 
and on Appropriations of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate written notice 
thereof and of the estimated range of the 
total cost of such construction or alteration 
and of the cost of the drawings. 

<c> For the purpose of this section, the 
term "medical facility" shall have the mean
ing specified in section 5001<3) of such title. 

On page 6, line 19, strike out "Ill" and 
insert in lieu thereof "IV" 

On page 6, line 20, strike out "301." and 
insert in lieu thereof "401.". 

THE BALANCED BUDGET 
AMENDMENT 

e Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 
I have repeatedly stated, Congress has 
only balanced the budget once in the 
last 23 years. My colleagues are well 
aware of the numerous efforts to 
remedy this budgetary problem 
through statutory legislation. Howev
er, those bills became nothing more 
than a vain attempt to solve a tragic 
dilemma. 

Last year, a historic event took place 
when the Senate approved a constitu
tional amendment to balance the 
budget. I was proud to introduce this 
measure, as well as lead the floor fight 
to pass this necessary legislation. Un
fortunately, the House of Representa
tives allowed this amendment to die, 
thereby prolonging the process by 
which a balanced budget can be 
achieved. 

Mr. President, Congress has illus
trated fiscal irresponsibility for entire
ly too long by not implementing legis
lation mandating a balanced budget. 
The States have grown weary of Con
gress inability and indifference to re
solve this important matter, and they 
refuse to sit idly by and wait for Con-

gress to act. In the face of congression
al inaction, the States have gathered 
great momentum in an attempt to suc
ceed where Congress had failed by 
calling for a constitutional convention 
to draft a balanced budget amend
ment. 

This is a humiliating referendum 
against Congress, and is a sad com
mentary on the budgetary woes of the 
Federal Government. 

Thirty-two State legislatures have 
already called for such a convention, 
and once two more States join their 
ranks, Congress will have to call for 
the first constitutional convention 
since our Constitution was adopted. 

Mr. President, I want to call to my 
colleagues' attention a fine editorial 
which appeared in the July 11, 1983, 
Washington Times newspaper which 
elaborates on the merits of a constitu
tional convention to balance the 
budget. Mr. Eric Meltzer makes some 
very valid points in this article, and I 
ask unanimous consent that this edito
rial appear in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

Whatever the method, the Federal 
budget must be balanced. It is my sin
cere hope that the 98th Congress will 
exercise the discipline and responsibil
ity to pa.Ss the balanced budget 
amendment which I have reintro
duced. If this worthwhile goal cannot 
be achieved, then the States have 
every right to be disappointed and 
take it upon themselves to heal a dis
ease which Congress has refused to 
cure. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECoRD, as follows: 

THE CONVENTION RoUTE MAKES A LoT OF 
SENSE 

On May 26, the Missouri legislature 
became the 32nd state to call for a limited 
constitutional convention to draft a bal
anced budget amendment. When two more 
states act, Congress will have no choice but 
to convene the first constitutional conven
tion under our nation's Constitution. 

Some supporters of the amendment are 
hesitant to have a constitutional convention 
draft the amendment for fear that the con
vention might run away. But as most inde
pendent authorities have concluded, a con
vention can be limited to the subject the 
states request. Indeed, a limited constitu
tional convention would be the best way to 
draft the amendment. 

One must be skeptical, after all, of a Con
gress which has only lethargically turned its 
attention to a balanced budget amendment 
when the states turned the heat up. And 
when an election was just around the 
comer. 

An amendment drafted by Congress would 
originate in the judiciary committee of both 
houses. One of these committees is openly 
hostile to a balanced budget amendment. 
Do we really want the amendment-intend
ed for the Constitution-to be delivered into 
this world by balanced budget abortionists? 

Abraham Lincoln didn't think so. At a 
time of great upheaval he said: 

To "me the Convention mode seems pref
erable, in that it allows amendments to 
originate with the people themselves; in-

stead of only permitting them to take or 
reject propositions originated by others, not 
especially chosen for the purpose. . . . " 

Unlike Congress, which is forever rutting 
from issue to issue, a constitutional conven
tion would have as long as required to draft 
this one amendment. It would be certain to 
give more thought to the issue than the 
House of Representatives where debate 
lasted a grand total of five hours when the 
amendment was considered last year. 

Convention delegates would be better 
suited than congressmen to the task of 
drafting a federal budget amendment. Con
gressmen are selected for a wide variety of 
reasons. In some cases, political views and 
constituent service are less important for 
electoral success than athletic ability or 
space travel. 

Delegates to a convention would be select
ed for one purpose: to set about drafting a 
balanced budget amendment. 

It is worth noting that Milton Friedman, 
who has no intention of running for Con
gress, has repeatedly stated his desire to be 
a delegate at a budget amendment conven
tion. Can many congressmen claim an ex
pertise on this issue of the same degree as 
this Nobel prize winner? Surely other quali
fied individuals can be found in all 50 states. 

Furthermore, a balanced budget amend
ment is an appropriate subject on which to 
first use this alternative, parallel method of 
amending the Constitution. Thirty-two 
states have not called for a convention out 
of a morbid fascination to see what will 
happen if we have one. They're concerned 
about runaway government. If such is the 
case, it makes tremendous good sense to go 
the convention route. 

Having finally cut its teeth and proven 
that the specter of a runaway convention is, 
as former Sen. Sam Ervin said, but a "con
stitutional ghost," the convention method 
will allow the states to concern themselves 
with the substance of an issue on which 
Congress refuses to act. The alternative is 
that the states shy away from important 
issues and wait for Congress to lead the 
way-should it ever decide to do so. 

The constitutional convention is one of 
the most powerful mechanisms the states 
have to redress grievances. At a time when 
there is grave concern about the powers of 
Congress it is a worthwhile endeavor to 
ensure that the states be guaranteed a path 
of recourse that they can resort to unmnch
ingly, should the need to do so arise. 

mtimately, the question the people who 
fear a convention must answer is: Do they 
fear democracy? The convention method 
was written into the Constitution to provide 
states with a method of amendment parallel 
to that of the congressional process of 
amendment. As Aaron Wildavsky has writ
ten, "Invoking the sanctity of the Constitu
tion to effectively prohibit one of the main 
mechanisms it provides for allowing the 
people to petition state legislatures for re
dress of grievances is an odd way of defend
ing our fundamental law." 

Yet it is the most effective way the oppo
nents of the balanced budget amendment 
have found to slow it down. Why tamper 
with success-regardless of the mockery it 
makes of our democracy. 

Opponents of budgetary reform may yet 
again raise the specter of our Constitution 
left in tatters on the ground, maimed by 
democratic forces run wild Some of them 
may even sincerely believe this is a possibili
ty. 

But in their declaration they slap the 
Founding Fathers in the face. For to deny 
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the states and the people their convention is 
axiomatically to assert that Washington 
alone knows what it is we really want. Con
gress alone is to have the power to decide 
what is right and what shall be. You and I, 
we are told, are not to be trusted 

The last word one would use to describe 
citizens of Missouri is radical. But given a 
choice among protracted deficits, an empty 
self-imposed discipline upon Congress, or a 
constitutional convention that would draft 
an amendment with teeth, the choice of 
Missouri is "power to the people." 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-H.R. 3392 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, we had 
thought that by now we would have a 
clearance finished on H.R. 3392, a 
little agriculture bill that appeared to 
have been cleared, but there is a snag 
or two along the way. I think it will 
still clear. That is the indication I 
have. 

But rather than delay the Senator 
from Colorado and the managers of 
this bill, I have consulted with the mi
nority leader on this subject and I 
wish to put a unanious-consent re
quest now for the consideration of the 
Senate and particularly for the consid
eration of the managers of this meas
ure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at any time during this cal
endar day, after consulting with the 
minority leader, it may be in order on 
my suggestion to temporarily lay aside 
the pending measure, the DOD au
thorization bill, and proceed to the 
consideration of H.R. 3392 for a petiod 
of not more than 5 minutes, to be 
equally divided between the Senator 
from North Carolina and the minority 
leader or his designee, and that at the 
expiration of that 5 minutes, regard
less of the status of the proceeding, 
the Senate will resume consideration 
of the Department of Defense authori
zation bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Preside:1t, reserving 
the right to object, in other words, the 
majority leader is not saying that at 
the end of the 5 minutes the Senate 
would take action on the bill. 

Mr. BAKER. No. 
Mr. BYRD. Furthermore, I would 

hope that we would make some provi
sion concerning amendments. I under
stand there are one or two amend
ments that may be offered. I just hope 
that we would not open it up to other 

amendments and certainly not nonger
mane amendments. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the 
point is well taken. 

Let me amend the request then to 
say that no amendment will be in 
order, except a single amendment by 
the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky (Mr. HUDDLESTON). 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe 
the extended time for the transaction 
of routine morning business has ex
pired. I yield the floor. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning busi
ness? 
If not, morning business is closed. 

OMNIBUS DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will resume consider
ation of the pending business which 
the clerk will state. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 675) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 1984 for the Armed Forces 
for procurement, for research, development, 
test, and evaluation, and for operation and 
maintenance, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed 
Forces and for civilian employees of the De
partment of Defense, and for other pur
poses. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill S. 675. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART) has 
been waiting patiently to make a state
ment, and I do not wish to detain him. 

I also note that the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. PRYOR) is 
in the Chamber and will offer an 
amendment relative to binary chemi
cal weapons. 

It will be my intention also before 
we go to binary chemical weapons to 
suggest that Senator PROXMIRE be rec
ognized to offer an amendment that is 
noncontroversial. It has been cleared 
on all sides. If the distinguished Sena
tor from Arkansas would maintain his 
patience and forbearance a few min
utes longer, I think then we could get 
on the binary issue in 20 to 25 min
utes. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I do ap
preciate the distinguished manager of 
the bill and chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee making those al
lowances. 

I have spoken with the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) and I will 
certainly be glad for him to precede 
me and with the distinguished chair
man's indulgence, the distinguished 

Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART) 
also has a statement that he wishes to 
make before the actual amendment on 
binary weapons will be offered, if that 
is satisfactory. 

Mr. TOWER. Yes. I suggest we dis
pose of Senator HART's statement and 
Senator PROXMIRE's amendment and 
then proceed to the consideration of 
the amendment to be offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Very well. 
THE IIX IIISSILE 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished floor manager of the 
bill, the chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee. 

In the inexorable flow of human af
fairs, a nation periodically reaches 
turning points, such as this, where the 
road taken will set the course of 
events for years, even decades, to 
come. We rarely recognize these turn
ing points, preoccupied as we are by 
the irritations and pleasures of daily 
life. Often, a nation approaches these 
points with steps so measured seem
ingly small and incremental that the 
next step-the one that carries out the 
fateful decision-seems inevitable. 
There is no signpost along the path 
that alerts us to the consequences 
ahead. 

Only later, after we look back at the 
decision and the steps leading to it, 
after the historians have neatly dis
sected and packaged the events sur
rounding the decision-only then do 
we fully appreciate all of its implica
tions. 

Mr. President, our Nation, indeed in 
my judgment the entire world, has 
reached a great divide. The decisions 
we make at this critical juncture, as 
we consider this bill to provide for our 
common defense, will shape the 
future-radically and irreversibly. 
Those decisions may well determine 
whether ours will be the best genera
tion-or the last. 

How many times have countries 
later regretted they did not listen 
more carefully to those who warned of 
the dire consequences that would flow 
from a particular decision? 

Two examples immediately come to 
mind. First, Winston Churchill, who in 
the 1930's declaimed from the battle
ments that the British policy of con
tinued military weakness and appease
ment would only whet Adolf Hitler's 
appetite and draw Britain into war. 

Second, a distinguished former 
member of this Senate, the Senator 
from Oregon, Wayne Morse, who at 
the time of the Gulf of Tonkin resolu
tion recognized that U.S. military in
volvement in a distant country few 
had heard of and for reasons even 
fewer understood would deeply divide 
the country and inflict wounds on this 
Nation that would not heal for dec
ades. 
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History abound with turning points 

not recognized and warnings not 
heeded. 

Mr. President, I believe this country 
has reached such a turning point as we 
approach a decision on whether to 
produce and deploy the MX missile. 
For, if deployed, the MX missile would 
radically change our world and place 
at risk the very future of civilization. 

That missile would reverse years of 
thinking about nuclear weapons strat
egy. And it would open a dangerous, 
new chapter in the madness of an un
restrained nuclear arms race. 

Why is the MX missile such a 
menace to the future of the planet? 
Because it is designed not to deter a 
nuclear war, but to fight and win one. 
With the nuclear firepower in the 
world's arsenals sufficient to kill every 
living human being 12 times over, the 
idea of winnable nuclear war is sheer 
howling insanity. 

Yet, we are asked to approve deploy
ment of this so-called counterforce 
weapon, five to six times more destruc
tive than any we now have. And for no 
purpose other than to be able to strike 
against-and destroy-Soviet missiles 
before they can be used against us. 

Where once we based our nuclear 
strategy on deterrence-the grim reali
ty that neither side would dare attack 
the other for fear of a devastating 
counterattack-we now seek the capa
bility to strike first and destroy the 
enemy's ability to retaliate. Contrary 
to commonsense, to our instinct for 
self -preservation, to moral strictures, 
and to past policy, we now are contem
plating the possibility of initiating nu
clear war. 

That is what the MX missile deci
sion is all about. 

This, then, is the choice we face at 
the great divide: a choice between two 
roads leading in opposite directions. 
We can take the road chosen by those 
who support the MX missile which 
leads to more savage weaponry, an in
tensified nuclear arms race, and ulti
mately to the brink of nuclear annihi
lation. Or we can take the other road, 
chosen by those who oppose the MX 
missile, a road which leads away from 
this new "hair trigger" on our nuclear 
arsenals, and away from the insanity 
of "winnable nuclear war." It leads 
toward serious, good faith negotiations 
to freeze and reduce nuclear weapons, 
toward a smaller but more survivable 
nuclear force sufficient to deter 
attack, and, ultimately, toward a time 
when we will banish these horrible 
weapons forever from the face of the 
Earth. 

Mr. President, like Thomas Jeffer
son, I place my trust in the good sense 
of the American people. When they 
are presented with all the facts, they 
will make the right choice. I believe, 
after hearing a full debate on the 
question, they will agree-along with a 
number of my colleagues, and myself-
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that the MX missile makes no nation
al security sense. No economic sense. 
And no moral sense. They will join us 
in opposing this $30 billion, vulnera
ble, destabilizing first-strike weapon. 

Unfortunately, those of us con
cerned about the security of our coun
try and the preservation of civiliza
tion, do not often have the opportuni
ty to take our case to the American 
people and lay the facts before them. 
Today, however, as the Senate takes 
up the defense authorization bill, we 
have such a chance. My colleagues and 
I will take this opportunity to debate 
all aspects of the MX missile, to exam
ine the arguments on both sides and to 
recount the history of this missile. It 
is a history, by the way, premised 
upon the MX missile being a surviv
able and stable system, and it includes 
warnings of the dire consequences of 
this missile's deployment in fixed silos. 

We plan a full debate to educate the 
American people about what all of us, 
including our children and theirs, have 
at stake in this decision. 

Mr. President, we do not intend un
necessarily to delay Senate action on 
the defense authorization bill. Rather, 
we seek to use this-the greatest delib
erative body in the world-to enter 
into a sweeping national debate on de
ployment of this dangerous new weap
ons system. A decision of such great 
moment deserves no less. 

Mr. President, I said that I consider 
this body's decision on the MX missile 
a turning point in the history of nucle
ar war and of the nuclear arms race 
and, perhaps, of our Nation and the 
world. It is a turning point because it 
radically changes our approach to 
strategic nuclear theory. 

More importantly, however, a debate 
on the MX missile deployment gives 
us a full opportunity to discuss and to 
define for the American people those 
fundamentals that are the cornerstone 
of all our other debates and decisions 
on national security. 

Just what do we mean by "national 
security"? 

Just what are the real "threats" to 
our national security as we define it? 

How will the MX missile respond to 
those real threats? 

Does the military posture of this ad
ministration meet those real threats, 
or is that posture so fundamentally 
wrong that it indeed weakens our na
tional security in the long run? 

What are the assumptions around 
which this administration is building 
our military and defense posture? Are 
they correct? Or are they so exagger
ated, that we are required by the ad
ministration's definition of "threat" 
and "national security" to go to any 
length, including the building of the 
MX which makes no sense, to protect 
ourselves? 

We will do the American people a 
disservice if we follow our past prac
tices and expend a great deal of 

energy debating whether the defense 
budget should be increased a few per
centage points or whether it is more 
efficient to buy three cruisers or two 
in a given year. 

If we do this, we will define the 
terms of the debate so narrowly that 
we lose all sight of the larger picture. 
In the end, we may give the correct 
answers to the wrong questions. 

An extended debate gives us a full 
opportunity to debate and define the 
fundamentals of national security, of 
our nuclear posture, and what we can, 
in fact, do to increase security around 
the world. 

We will have an opportunity to re
think the relationship between our nu
clear forces and our conventional 
forces and the emphasis we place on 
each. 

Should we strengthen our conven
tional forces to create a buffer of de
terrence between a regional conven
tional conflict and a worldwide nuclear 
conflagration? 

Can we continue to rely on a nuclear 
"umbrella" to protect our allies from 
attack by the Soviet Union's conven
tional forces? 

Given the exorbitant $30 billion 
cost-if not more-of the missile, can 
we reform our military to get better 
defense at less cost? Should we not do 
this even if we do not produce the MX 
missile? 

Mr. President, let us for a change 
use this debate to carefully examine 
the elements of national security that 
are at stake here, not merely individ
ual weapons systems, not arbitrary in
creases or decreases in overall spend
ing, not even, for that matter, the 
degree of waste, fraud, and 8 buse in 
the military budget. Let us get to the 
core and the center of what defense 
and national security really mean in 
the 1980's and 1990's and do the Amer
ican people a favor by debating what 
should be central to the lives of all of 
our people in the future of this 
Nation. Let us, for once, come to grips 
with what the issue of national de
fense is all about. 

Let us use this debate to carefully 
examine what national security 
means. Just as the GNP or the Dow
Jones average tells us little about the 
quality of our lives, so the number of 
ICBM's in our arsenals or aircraft car
riers on the high seas tell us little 
about whether we are truly secure. 

For our national security depends as 
much upon our diplomatic successes as 
upon our military strength. Our secu
rity increases with our competitiveness 
in international markets and declines 
with our increased reliance on raw ma
terials from unstable countries. Na
tional security is the aggregation of 
how secure each of us feels, and, more 
importantly, the manner in which 
each of us is secure. 
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It rises when we clean up our haz

ardous waste sites, our air, and our 
rivers. It grows when we train our 
workers with new skills for the new 
technology of a changing economy 
and when we educate our young 
people for the future. It is diminished 
precisely by the number of children 
despairing in a life that leaves them 
ill-nourished, ill-clad, or ill-housed. 

It shrinks in the face of ignorance 
and fear, but it grows again with the 
security of our civil rights and liber
ties, and with the equality of our op
portunities for all of our citizens. 

And our national security reaches its 
peak when we can demonstrate to the 
rest of the world that the democratic 
experiment can succeed and that this 
country will champion the cause of 
freedom wherever people are opposed 
by tyranny. 

Thus, these three issues for the 
future-our strategic nuclear theory, 
our military policy, and our definition 
of national security-converge at this 
critical turning point in this Nation's 
history. And I believe the American 
people deserve a full debate, not trun
cated, not limited by some arbitrary 
time agreement, but a full debate on 
all three of these issues before decid
ing whether to go forward with a 
weapons system that dramatically 
changes the nature of the nuclear 
arms race. It changes it in terms of 
our doctrine, from a doctrine of deter
rence to a doctrine of waging and win
ning nuclear war for the first time in 
this Nation's history and in the histo
ry of the world. 

Just as frightening is the fact that 
the MX changes our launch doctrine 
from one that has consistently, his
torically, and traditionally been one of 
waiting to absorb a nuclear first strike 
and then delivering an unacceptable 
retaliation to a doctrine of launch 
under attack or launch on warning. 
That doctrine is, perhaps, the most 
threatening implication of loading up 
vulnerable, unstable silos with new 
first-strike threatening missiles. It 
causes our strategic planners, indeed 
our political leadership, to contem
plate waging nuclear war by accident 
or by miscalculation for the first time 
in this Nation's history. 

Mr. President, the MX missile is not 
just another weapons system. It is not 
even just another nuclear weapons 
system. 

The decision to build this specific 
missile and to deploy it in this specific 
way represents a hinge, a turning 
point, in the history of the nuclear 
arms race, which, if it is made, will 
come back to haunt this Nation, 
indeed this body, indeed every present 
Member of the U.S. Senate, for the 
rest of our lives. 

I do not intend to permit Senators to 
make this decision lightly. I want 
them to make it in the light of all of 
the evidence. I want them to have to 

make this decision with their constitu
encies fully aware of the historical im
plications of this decision. I want them 
to make it for grounds other than the 
possibility that we can convince our 
own President to become serious about 
nuclear arms negotiations. I want 
them to make it in the full light of 
what it means for our children and 
their children throughout the history 
of this country. 

I want this to be one of the most se
rious decisions any Senator is ever 
forced to make, because, Mr. Presi
dent, I am convinced if, in fact, this 
decision is made in that spotlight, the 
decision will be not to go forward with 
the MX missile. And I think, Mr. 
President, that would be the best deci
sion the Senate has made since I was 
elected to this body. 

Mr. President, I have never in my 
Senate career used the time of the 
Senate frivolously. And I do not 
intend to do so now. I would not urge 
an extended discussion of these issues 
at this time if I did not love my family 
and my country-and want them both 
to survive. 

Mr. President, there are many of my 
colleagues in this Chamber who have 
something to say on the building of 
the MX. But I believe our statements 
can all be summed up in one sentence: 
Do not make this decision; do not 
build this missile. And we intend to 
continue to say it until the American 
people fully understand the enormity 
of this decision. 

I hope more colleagues will join with 
us and choose to walk the difficult 
road that leads to stability, that leads 
to true deterrence, that leads indeed 
to true national security and leads ul
timately to peace. 

Mr. TOWER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KAsTEN). The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I con

gratulate my distinguished friend and 
fellow committee member from Colo
rado <Mr. HART) on a very well crafted 
and a very eloquent speech. 

There is one thing that he said that 
struck me, that our security depends 
as much on diplomatic success as it 
does on military power. I think it 
should be noted that, unfortunately, 
very often diplomatic success is related 
to one's military capability, one's force 
projection capability, one's military 
presence, and always has been thus 
historically. I think one might actually 
note that most of the diplomatic suc
cess achieved by the Soviet Union has 
been a result of the enormous capacity 
for force projections the Soviet Union 
now possesses. We would not arm 
nearly to the extent we do now were it 
not for that fact. 

I think all of us look forward, as 
does the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado, to the day when men will 
beat their swords into plowshares, and 
their spears into pruning hooks. I com-

mend him on that objective and I 
share it with him. 

But, unfortunately, for the future. 
we must be sufficiently armed to 
defend our own security against mili
tary attack, to defend our vital inter
ests abroad and, in the final analysis. 
to do what Mr. HART wants us to do. 
and that is to support our foreign 
policy objectives to the extent that we 
will have diplomatic successes. 

Mr. HART. U the distinguished Sen
ator from Texas will yield for a re
sponse, he knows full well. based upon 
our mutual participation in our Armed 
Services Committee and whatever 
record I have been able to make in my 
9 years in the Senate, that I agree 
completely with his analysis and his 
statement about the role that a 
secure, strong and stable deterrent 
and conventional force represents in 
overall diplomacy. 

The issue, however, is not resolved 
by merely stating that overall objec
tive and that overall policy. The ques
tion really is whether this specific 
weapons system contributes to that 
peaceful goal of diplomacy. It is, of 
course, the judgment of the Senator 
from Colorado that it does not. 

Mr. TOWER. Therein, Mr. Presi
dent, lies the issue. 

Mr. HART. Indeed. 
Mr. TOWER. In fact, I agree that 

military force should not be a substi
tute for diplomacy, but should rein
force diplomacy. It should never be a 
substitute for diplomacy. I do not be
lieve it has been the policy of any 
American President, at least not wit
tingly the policy of any American 
President, regardless of his party, to 
substitute force for diplomacy. 

Mr. PROXMIRE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

AJIENDIIENT NO. 1488 

<Purpose: To amend title 38, United States 
Code, to increase the maximum amount 
provided for Servicemen's Group Life In
surance and Veterans' Group Life Insur
ance> 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PRox
IIIRE) proposes an amendment numbered 
1466. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. l.lr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill Insert 

the following new section: 
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SERVICEIIBN'S GROUP LIPB INSURANCE AND 

'VETERANS' GROUP LIPB INSURANCE 

SEc. . <a> Section 767 of title 38, United 
States Code, relating to the Servicemen's 
Group Life Insurance program, is amend
ed-

<1> in the first sentence of subsection <a> 
by inserting "$100,000, $95,000, $90,000, 
$85,000, $80,000, $75,000, $70,000, $65,000, 
$60,000, $55,000, $50,000, $45,000, $40,000, .. 
after "<B> to be insured in the amount of"; 

<2> in the first sentence of subsection <c>
<A> by striking out "the amount of 

$30,000, $25,000, $20,000, $15,000, $10,000, or 
$5,000", and inserting in lieu thereof "an 
amount other than $35,000"; and 

<B> by striking out "in the amount of 
$35,000, $30,000, $25,000 $20,000, $15,000, or 
$10,000", and inserting in lieu thereof "in 
another amount authorized by subsection 
<a> of this section"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, any member who, on the ef
fective date of this subsection, is assigned 
to, or who upon application would be eligi
ble for assignment to, the Retired Reserve 
of a uniformed service, may obtain in
creased insurance coverage under this sub
chapter up to a maximum of $100,000 in in
crements of $5,000, if the member < 1 > is in
sured under this subchapter on such effec
tive date or, within one year after such ef
fective date, reinstates insurance which 
lapsed before such date for nonpayment of 
premiums, and <2> submits, within one year 
after such effective date, a written applica
tion for increased coverage to the office es
tablished pursuant to section 766<b> of this 
title.". 

<b> Section 777<a> of such title, relating to 
Veterans' Group Life Insurance, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "or $35,000 only" in the 
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$35,000, $40,000, $45,000, $50,000, $55,000, 
$60,000, $65,000, $70,000, $75,000, $80,000, 
$85,000, $90,000, $95,000, or $100,000 only"; 

<2> by striking out "$35,000" in the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$100,000"; and 

<3> by striking out "$35,000 each place it 
appears in the fourth sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$100,000". 

<c> The amendments made by subsections 
<a> and <b> shall take effect on the first day 
of the first month which begins at least 
sixty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been discussed with 
the manager of the bill, the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, Senator ToWER. I be
lieve it is acceptable to him. It has also 
been made available to the distin
guished Senator from Washington, 
Senator JACKSON, for the minority. 

Mr. President, this amendment will 
increase the maximum amount of cov
erage under servicemen's group life in
surance and veterans' group life insur
ance by providing an additional 
$65,000 of optional coverage to the 
current $35,000 basic coverage totaling 
$100,000. This would be available to all 
members of the Armed Forces who are 
currently eligible. 

This increase in coverage is vital for 
a number of reasons. First, the service-

man's life insurance coverage will be 
brought in line with increases in the 
cost of living. Second, the increase in 
coverage will be another benefit which 
recruiters for the armed services can 
offer to attract and retain qualified 
personnel. Finally, the men and 
women in the services will have a ben
efit package which more closely ap
proximates that which is enjoyed by 
employees of the civil service. 

SOLI is a bargain for the serviceman 
or woman. They are eligible for up to 
$35,000 of coverage at low monthly 
rates. The problem is that $35,000 is 
not enough. 

Increasing the ceiling to $100,000 by 
providing the optional $65,000 cover
age to the basic $35,000 is the least we 
can do for our men and women in the 
military-especially in view of the 
salary increase which the Senate has 
just voted for itself. The civil service 
has a means to keep its group life in
surance coverage at pace with in
creases in the cost of living. Why 
should we deny this to the men and 
women in the Armed Forces of our 
country? 

A person entering the civil service is 
now offered a life insurance coverage 
ceiling that is much higher than what 
he would get in the military. For ex
ample, a new 08-3 clerk, making 
about as much as a private in the 
Army, can buy up to $70,000 in Feder
al employee group life insurance. The 
private can buy only $35,000 at 
present. 

The beauty of this amendment, Mr. 
President, is that in the face of mas
sive defense expenditures which we 
are now shouldering, increasing this 
insurance coverage will not cost the 
Government another dime. Remem
ber, servicemen's group life insurance 
and veterans' group life insurance pro
grams are designed to be self -sustain
ing. That way, an increase in the ceil
ing does not increase the cost to the 
taxpayer, servicemen, and women 
electing to take the optional insurance 
coverage would simply pay more pre
miums. Also, they would still have the 
option of buying coverage which is less 
than the total $100,000. Or they can 
buy no coverage at all. 

Mr. President, recent attempts to 
raise this ceiling have excluded the 
National Guard and the Reserves from 
these increased benefits. For all of the 
reasons which I have already men
tioned, and in accordance with the im
plementation of the total force con
cept, it is essential that the Guard and 
the Reserves continue to be included 
under this coverage. 

My amendment does include both 
the National Guard and the Reserves 
under this expanded coverage. There 
is no discrimination between Regular 
and Reserve Forces. The same cover
age would be available to all members 
of the armed services who are current
ly eligible for SOLI. 

A host of military associations sup
port increasing the insurance ceiling. 
They include the: 

National Guard Association of the 
United States. 

Association of the U.S. Army. 
Retired Officers Association. 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
Navy League of the United States. 
Fleet Reserve Association. 
The Marine Corps League. 
American Legion. 
Why do they support it? Because it 

is a good deal for the GI. And it is also 
a good deal for the taxpayer. 

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to 
yield to my good friend from Washing
ton. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Wisconsin 
for proposing this amendment. I think 
it makes a lot of sense. As the Senator 
pointed out, it will have no impact 
whatever on the budget. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank my good 
friend from Washington. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think 
it is a good amendment. I can recall 
the days when GI insurance had a 
$10,000 limit. I think the fact that 
Senator PROXMIRE had to offer this 
amendment indicates how much the 
value of the dollar has declined. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Texas will yield, I 
did not know he was old enough to re
member that. Frankly, when I went in 
the Armed Forces, I got a $10,000 life 
insurance policy, paid $6 a month and 
had 15 bucks left out of my 21 bucks a 
month. 

Mr. TOWER. So did I. I very foolish
ly cashed it in after I got out of the 
service and spent it. 

Mr. President, this is a good amend
ment and the majority is prepared to 
accept it. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished chairman yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be 
added as an original cosponsor to the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Wisconsin. I strongly support 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to have the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The amendment <No. 1466) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 
* Mr. PROXMIRE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

TOBACCO PRICE SUPPORT 
FREEZE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, we have 
been trying for some time to get clear
ance and consideration for action by 
unanimous consent on H.R. 3392. 
Under the order previously entered, 
the pending measure can be set aside 
for the consideration of that measure 
for not more than 5 minutes, after 
first consulting with the minority 
leader. I have now consulted with the 
minority leader and he concurs in this 
action. 

I now ask that the Chair lay before 
the Senate H.R. 3392. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 3392> to amend the Agricul

tural Act of 1949. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order the Senate will pro
ceed to its immediate consideration. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I ask that the 
Senator from North Carolina explain 
for us the nature of this legislation. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on 
Monday, H.R. 3392 passed the House 
of Representatives under the Suspen
sion Calendar because it is recognized 
as an interim measure to permit the 
orderly opening of the 1983 tobacco 
markets. 

The bill simply freezes the loan 
rates for 1983 on all types of quota to
bacco at the 1982 level. 

It has been considered by the House 
under suspension of the rules because 
it is regarded as completely noncontro
versial, and yet immensely beneficial 
to those thousands of tobacco farmers 
who would take enormous financial 
losses if the markets do not open on 
time this year. Those farmers who 
would be most particularly impacted 
are in the States of Forida and Geor
gia. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena
tor yield for a question? 

Mr. HELMS. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I wish to in
quire of the distinguished chairman of 
the Agriculture Committee as to 
whether or not Senate passage of H.R. 
3392 will in any way preclude consider
ation in the near future of substantive 
legislation on the tobacco program? 

Mr. HELMS. As the Senator knows, 
the House Committee on Agriculture, 
and the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry have 
both reported legislation which makes 
substantial adjustments in the entire 
tobacco program. 

I can assure the Senator that it is 
our intention to take up the Senate 
bill, the tobacco legislation, without 
fail, immediately after the defense au
thorization bill is disposed of. It is ab
solutely necessary. Adoption of this in
terim measure will not substitute for 
the comprehensive measure, nor will 
its consideration be delayed in any 
way. 

The Senate is not now in a position 
to take up this comprehensive legisla
tion. A commitment has been made by 
the Senate leadership to consider the 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill, and to take up legislation relating 
to a variety of farm program changes 
immediately following that, probably 
beginning on July 18. 

Because the Senate has a number of 
farm program changes to consider, in 
addition to the comprehensive tobacco 
program changes, it is very likely that 
several days will be spent in the 
Senate on them. These include dairy 
program changes and cotton PIK pro
gram changes, and change in the 
target price levels for wheat, feed 
grains, rice, and cotton. These matters 
are not without controversy and oppo
sition. In short, it is impossible to pre
dict at this juncture just how much 
time will be consumed in Senate con
sideration, not to mention House con
sideration, and in a conference with 
the House, and all the rest. But I 
assure the Senator from Ohio that a 
tobacco vehicle will come to the floor 
immediately after the DOD authoriza
tion bill. 

This potential for delay is the reason 
that the Senate should agree to H.R. 
3392 right now. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. May I inquire 
of the majority leader as to whether it 
is his intention to bring farm program 
legislation which would include consid
eration of tobacco legislation, to the 
floor immediately upon disposition of 
the defense authorization bill. 

Mr. BAKER. That is indeed my in
tention. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank both 
the Senator from North Carolina and 
the majority leader. I have no objec
tion to proceeding to this matter pro
viding that no amendments be in 
order, except the one provided for. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I commend the leadership for bringing 
H.R. 3392 to the Senate floor so expe
ditiously. The markets for the 1983 
crop of tobacco are about to open-the 
Flue-Cured markets will begin to open 
as early as late July. H.R. 3392 makes 
a necessary revision in the 1983 tobac
co price-support program; and Con
gress must act on it now if the revision 
is to go into effect before the 1983 
marketing year begins. 

H.R. 3392 will establish the price
support levels for the 1983 crops of all 
kinds of tobacco for which price sup
port is available at the same price 
levels at which the 1982 crops were 

supported. Under the bill, for the 1983 
crop of any kind of tobacco for which 
marketing quotas are in effect, or for 
which marketing quotas are not disaP
proved by producers, the support level 
in cents per pound will be the same 
level at which the 1982 crop was SUP
ported 

Mr. President, this bill responds to 
the need of U.S. tobacco growers to 
maintain a competitive position in 
world trade. 

To compete in international mar
kets, our tobacco growers must keep 
the price of their product ai a level at
tractive to foreign purchasers. Howev
er, current law will escalate the sup
port level for 1983 crop tobacco based 
on increases in growers' costs of pro
duction. For the 1983 crop, support 
prices for burley and Flue-cured tobac
co are scheduled to increase by about 
10 cents per pound. 

In view of current market condi
tions, I believe that the scheduled in
crease in the support level at this time 
might be harmful to tobacco sales. 
Many farm organizations have voiced 
their support for a freeze on the to
bacco support level for 1983, and H.R. 
3392 accomplishes the freeze. 

During the course of our consider
ation today of H.R. 3392, I intend to 
offer an amendment that will incorpo
rate two provisions of S. 1529, a bill 
containing comprehensive tobacco leg
islation. 

One of the provisions would increase 
the downward adjustment the Secre
tary of Agriculture may make in the 
quota for burley tobacco, and the 
other provision would require review 
of tobacco imports under section 22 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

However, H.R. 3392, with the amend
ment I intend to offer, is not a com
plete substitute for S. 1529. H.R. 3392 
is an interim bill to address certain 
needs of tobacco producers; S. 1529 
contains a wide range of provisions of 
vital interest to tobacco producers in 
Kentucky and other States. 

In addition to maintaining the loan 
rates for the 1983 and later crops of 
tobacco at the 1982 level, S. 1529 
would, first, authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture, for the 1984 and 1985 
crops of burley tobacco, to establish 
price support levels for each of such 
crops at levels that will not narrow the 
normal price support differential be
tween Flue-cured and burley tobacco. 
Before establishing such levels, the 
Secretary will give notice of the pro
posed levels, receive public comment 
on the notice, and take into consider
ation changes in the costs of produc
ing burley tobacco and such other rel
evant factors as the Secretary deter
mines appropriate. 

Second, S. 1529 will establish price 
support levels for the 1983 through 
1985 crops of fire-cured, sun-cured, 
dark air-cured, and cigar filler and 
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binder tobacco under the same criteria 
as provided for burley tobacco. 

Third, S. 1529 will reduce the 
amount of burley tobacco that can be 
leased and transferred to any farm 
from 30,000 to 15,000 pounds. 

Fourth, S. 1529 will prohibit the 
filing of any lease of any burley tobac
co quota after July 1 of the crop year 
specified in the lease. 

Fifth, S. 1529 will modify the prohi
bition against the lease and transfer of 
burley quotas across county lines so as 
to permit the Secretary of Agriculture 
to combine as one farm tracts of land 
in contiguous counties that are owned 
and operated by a producer as a single 
unit. 

Sixth, S. 1529 will extend, from De
cember 1, 1983, to December 1, 1984, 
the date by which nonfarming entities 
must sell their Flue-cured and burley 
quotas, and make it clear that the 
mandatory sale provision does not 
apply to farms where the land is being 
used for agricultural purposes. 

S. 1529 also will make a number of 
needed changes in the Flue-cured pro
gram. During the coming weeks, I will 
continue my efforts to seek enactment 
of S. 1529. 

Mr. President, I believe that H.R. 
3392 is a necessary bill and I urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1469 

(Purpose: To increase the downward adjust
ment the Secretary of Agriculture may 
make in the quota for burley tobacco and 
require section 22 review of tobacco im
ports under certain circumstances> 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 

I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HUD

DLESTON), for himself and Mr. FORD, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1469. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Insert at the end of the bill the following 

new sections: 
SEC. 2. Section 319 of the Agricultural Ad

justment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1314e> is 
amendedby-

<1> in the second sentence of subsection 
(C), striking out "5 per centum" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "15 per centum"; and 

(2) in the fourth sentence of subsection 
<e>, striking out "95 per centum" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "85 per centum". 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
review, under section 22 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended, the effects of 
imports of Burley tobacco on the Depart
ment of Agriculture's Burley tobacco price
support program whenever <1> the level of 
price support for any crop of Burley tobacco 
is increased by less than 65 per centum of 
the amount that it would have otherwise 
been increased if the level of price support 

would have been determined in accordance 
with section 106<b> of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, or <2> stocks of Burley tobacco held 
by producer-owned cooperative marketing 
associations having loan agreements with 
the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
20 per centum of the national marketing 
quota proclaimed by the Secretary for any 
such crop of Burley tobacco. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
my amendment incorporates two pro
visions of S. 1529, which the Agricul
ture Committee reported to the 
Senate on June 23. 

The amendment would add two new 
sections to the bill. 

The first section would give the Sec
retary of Agriculture greater flexibil
ity to achieve a no-net-cost tobacco 
program. The amendment made by 
the new section 2 would increase from 
5 percent to 15 percent the downward 
adjustment the Secretary of Agricul
ture may make in the quota for burley 
tobacco when the Secretary deter
mines that such an adjustment is de
sirable for the purposes of effecting an 
orderly reduction of supplies. 

The second section of the amend
ment will require the Secretary of Ag
riculture-when a freeze or a down
ward adjustment of more than 35 per
cent is imposed with respect to the 
price support level for burley tobacco 
or when the CCC stocks of burley to
bacco are in excess of 20 percent of 
the basic quota for burley tobacco-to 
review, in accordance with section 22 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
whether imports are interferring with 
the domestic price support program, 
and, where appropriate, recommend to 
the President a section 22 investiga
tion. 

Both of the provisions contained in 
my amendment are important to the 
producers of burley tobacco, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I would like to ask the Senator from 
Kentucky if that part of his amend
ment giving the Secretary of Agricul
ture greater authority to adjust the 
quota for burley tobacco would in
crease the price to consumers of 
burley tobacco. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
the amendment in question would 
have little or no effect on the market 
price of burley tobacco. That is so be
cause burley is currently in a surplus 
situation, which my amendment will 
help to correct. The amendment would 
simply facilitate the ability of farmers 
to produce what is needed and avoid 
accumulations of surpluses. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Could the Sen
ator from Kentucky inform me of the 
budgetary effect of the quota adjust
ment amendment. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Under the 
amendment, and assuming the use of 
the authority by the Secretary, there 
would be less burley tobacco eligible 
for price support than would other-

wise be the case. That would mean a 
reduction in Commodity Credit Corpo
ration loan activity and, therefore, a 
reduction in Federal outlays. We will 
not, in other words, be making price 
support loans on tobacco that is not 
needed. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
Senator. I have no objection to pro
ceeding with the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kentucky. 

I want to state, however, that my po
sition on the tobacco program in gen
eral remains the same, and when agri
culture legislation reaches the floor 
following the disposition of the De
partment of Defense authorization 
bill, I intend to offer an amendment to 
bring to tobacco production the bene
fits of deregulation. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
this amendment has been cleared on 
both sides of the aisle. I move its adop
tion. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, we 
accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 1469> was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, a 
year ago when we debated the No Net 
Cost Tobacco Program Act of 1982, 
the legislative history was quite clear 
that the intent of that legislation was 
to assure that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation and, therefore, the tax
payers, would sustain no net losses 
from the operation of the tobacco 
price support program other than the 
administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out that program. Recently, the 
Office of the Inspector General of the 
Department of Agriculture issued an 
audit report to the Administrator of 
the Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service that is critical of 
the methodology used by CCC in the 
computation of interest on CCC tobac
co loans and the policy of assigning 
sales proceeds to loan principal first 
and then to interest owed. To quote 
from the report: 

We estimate that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation <CCC> will lose at least $95 mil
lion on the 1982 crop of tobacco in invento
ry at the Flue-Cured Tobacco Association 
unless the method of computing interest on 
loan repayments is changed. 

I would like to receive the assurance 
of the chairman of the Agricultural 
Committee that the intent of the No 
Net Cost Tobacco Program Act is not 
to be thwarted by CCC accounting 
procedures or gimmicks. The law is 
clear that, for the 1982 and subse
quent crops of tobacco, the tobacco 
price support program is to be carried 
out at no net cost to the taxpayers 
with only one exception, administra
tive expenses. All interest costs associ
ated with the program are to be con
sidered a cost of. carrying out the pro-



18944 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 13, 1983 
gram and fully recovered. I would ask 
the chairman of the Agriculture Com
mittee if he agrees with this state
ment. 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, I agree with the 
statement of the Senator from Missou
ri. Clearly, the No Net Cost Tobacco 
Program Act by its very nature re
quires CCC to keep accurate records of 
all costs, including all interest costs, 
associated with the tobacco price sup
port program. All of these costs must 
be repaid with the sole exception of 
administrative costs. 

Mr. EAGLETON. So my colleague 
would agree with the opinion of the 
Inspector General's Office that no 
matter what the sales proceeds assign
ment policy of the CCC might be, CCC 
cannot share in a loss on the 1982 or 
subsequent crop years of tobacco be
cause of the method used in comput
ing interest. 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, I agree that CCC 
cannot share in a loss on the 1982 or 
subsequent crops of tobacco because of 
the method used in computing inter
est. The CCC Board of Directors de
termines the method of computing in
terest and must do so in a way that in
volves no procedures that would result 
in CCC sharing in losses. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the chair
man for the clarification on this point. 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
report of the Office of the Inspector 
General be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FAST REPORT OF PROGRAX OR AnKINISTRATIVE 

DEFICIENCY 

To: Everett Rank. Administrator, Agricul
tural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service, Washington, D.C. 

Audit title: No Net Cost Tobacco Program, 
Computation of Interest on CCC Loans. 

STATEMENT OF CONDITION 

We estimate that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation <CCC> will lose at least $95 mil
lion on the 1982 crop of tobacco in invento
,ry at the Flue-Cured Tobacco Association 
unless the method of computihg interest on 
loan repayments is chan-ged. CCC permits 
the association to apply repayments to loan 
principal until all principal is repaid and 
then to interest, but does not require that 
interest be compounded. CCC pays for 
funds borrowed to make the loans, first by 
applying repayments to accumulated inter
est and then to unpaid loan principal. A 
similar condition exists at the other 12 asso
ciations. 

The General Accounting Office <GAO> re
ported the above condition for tobacco in in
ventory prior to 1981 in a supplement to 
their report number CED-82-70, dated April 
23, 1982. They recommended that you 
cancel or modify the interest computation 
provision of CCC Docket HCP 40& to bring 
it more in line with the method followed by 
CCC for its own Treasury borrowings <see 
Attachment 1>. 

As a result of GAO's recommendation, the 
Controller of CCC, in October 1982, notified 
the association of a changed policy for allo
cating sales proceeds to principal and inter
est <see Attachment 2). However, in Novem-

ber 1982, the Controller received a letter 
from the Chairman of the U.S. Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forest
ry informing the Controller that the Chair
man did not believe that a change in policy 
was required <see Attachment 3) and the 
policy was not changed. <Continued> 

DoNN E. ADKISSON, 
Assistant Inspector General/or Audit. 

Public Law 97-218, the No Net Cost To
bacco Program Act of 1982, was enacted by 
Congress on July 20, 1982. This Act provides 
that the tobacco price support and produc
tion adjustment programs be carried out at 
no net cost to the taxpayer, other than ad
ministrative expenses common to the oper
ation of all price support programs. 

The term "administrative expense" has 
been defined by the Agricultural Stabiliza
tion and Conservation Service <ASCS> as 
the cost of administering the tobacco pro
gram at the National level in Washington, 
D.C., and through the Kansas City ASCS 
Management Field Office, State and county 
ASCS offices, and the cost of testing tobac
co to assure the merchantability of loan col
lateral. 

Based on the Act, we do not believe that 
CCC can share in a loss on the 1982 crop 
year of tobacco because of the method used 
in computing interest. While reviewing the 
procedure used in computing interest for 
the 10 months <July 1982-April 1983> that 
1982 crop of tobacco had been under loan at 
the association, we computed a CCC loss of 
$2,700,516 because of the method used in 
computing interest. With the assistance of 
our statistician, we estimated that the 1982 
crop of tobacco would be under loan over 8 
years and that losses to CCC would amount 
to about $95 million if the current method 
of computing interest in continued. In our 
estimate, we used the following factors: 

1. A yearly disappearance from inventory 
using the average disappearance for the last 
8 years prorated by percentage share of the 
December 31, 1982, inventory to the 1982 
crop. 

2. The proposed sales price of tobacco for 
1983 increased for inflation (price support 
increases> by 4.5 percent for each 6-month 
period beginning July 1983 and ending June 
30, 1987, after which the tobacco will be 5 
years old. If price support is not increased 
for future years, the losses to CCC could 
amount to about $215 million on the 1982 
crop of tobacco. 

3. No determination for the tobacco over 
the years. 

4. An annual interest rate of 9 percent. 
Since the yearly disappearance from inven
tory times the sales price was greater than 
the amount of interest due, it was not neces
sary to compound interest after each 6-
month period. 

5. Miscellaneous expenses such as storage, 
treatment of tobacco, etc., were not consid
ered. 

We recommend that the method of com
puting interest be changed to prevent losses 
to CCC or that CCC be reimbursed for 
losses from the association's No Net Cost 
Funds/ Accounts. 

Please provide us with your proposed cor
rective action to the above condition by July 
29, 1983. 

ATTACBJIENT 1 
Bon. EVERErr RANK. 
Executive Vice President, Commodity Credit 

Corporation, Department of Agriculture. 
Subject: Collection and Accounting for Ac

crued Interest on Commodity Credit 

Corporation Producer Loans <AFMD-82-
40>. 

DEAR MR. RANK: As you are aware, we con
cluded our review of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation's <CCC> financial statements 
for fiscal year 1980 and issued our report 
<OED-91-137, August 13, 1981>. As a result 
of information gathered during the course 
of our review, we believe CCC's practice of 
applying repayments of tobacco associa
tions' loans first to principal and then to ac
crued interest is inconsistent both with 
CCC's procedures for repaying its Treasury 
borrowings and with normal banking prac
tices. 

Under the CCC accounting system, ac
crued interest on tobacco loans is computed 
and maintained in memorandum records. 
Cash received from loan repayments is ap
plied first to loan principal, then, after the 
principal is liquidated, to interest receivable. 
The memorandum record of accrued inter
est is reduced by the same amount. Cash re
cieved beyond liquidation of accrued inter
est is returned to the tobacco associations. 
However, if cash collections are insufficient, 
the memorandum account is closed and the 
receivable waived. 

CCC Docket HP 40a, as approved by the 
Secretary of Agriculture on January 28, 
1966, provided that sales proceeds from 1966 
and prior years' loans outstanding be ap
plied first to loan principal and then to ac
crued interest. This change from the prior 
rule, which applied up to 2~ cents of every 
dollar to interest and 97 ~ cents to principal, 
was recommended as a means of eliminating 
unproductive computations and reducing 
recordk.eeping. The change also resulted in 
recording interest income on tobacco loans 
only when the proceeds from loan collateral 
dispositions exceeded the principal amount 
of the loans. The docket stated that a loss in 
accrued interest receivable resulting from a 
more rapid liquidation of loan principal 
would not be significant. 

The low interest rates of 1966 <3.5 per
cent> may have justified dispensing with the 
control over accrued interest receivable. 
However, the same justification does not 
exist today. CCC was required on June 30, 
1981, for example, to pay interest at a rate 
of 15.825 percent for its borrowings. We cal
culated, using data from crop years 1978-80, 
that the present practice cost CCC almost 
$2 million in 1980 in lost revenue which is 
mostly to the benefit of the tobacco associa
tions in the form of reduced interest pay
ments. 

Treasury charges CCC interest on the 
daily outstanding balance owed, which, on 
January 1 and July 1, includes unpaid inter
est on borrowings from prior periods. In 
contrast, the tobacco associations are 
paying interest to CCC on the daily out
standing principal balances, which do not 
include interest from prior periods. As a 
result, the tobacco associations are paying 
interest at substantially reduced amounts 
because their loan principal balances are 
more rapidly reduced as they apply sales 
proceeds <under the provisions of the 1966 
docket> first to loan principal, until liquidat
ed, and then to accured interest. 

To summarize, a significant difference 
exists between the recording and collection 
of interest on CCC tobacco loans <and 
others, such as loans on warehouse stored 
peanuts> and the corresponding interest 
which CCC pays Treasury for borrowed 
funds. In view of the magnitude of this dif
ference and the need to address it, we rec
ommend that CCC: 
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Cancel or modify the intererst computa

tion provision of CCC Docket HCP 40a to 
bring it more in line with the method fol
lowed by CCC for its own treasury borrow
ings, and 

Revise interest computation procedures 
on other comparable programs or activities 
for which CCC also may not be recovering 
comparable borrowing costs. 

We discussed these issues with CCC's 
Comptroller who generally agreed with our 
findings. He pointed out, however, that al
though the Department of Agriculture's ap
propriation bill contains language that im
poses new restrictions on the tobacco pro
gram, our recommendation could result in 
additional costs to CCC if the tobacco asso
ciations were to press for accommodations 
which currently are not part of their pro
gram-for example, partial redemptions. He 
stated that the probability of such accom
modations being granted, and their cost, is 
unknown. 

We do not intend that our recommenda
tions should result in additional costs to 
CCC. We believe tightening interest compu
tation procedures is consistent with the new 
limits placed on the tobacco program, and 
that CCC need not incur a loss on the pro
gram if other compatible program changes 
were also made; for example, adjusting loan 
rates by grade of tobacco. 
If your have any questions or wish to dis

cuss this matter further, we will be happy to 
meet with you or your staff. We would ap
preciate being kept informed of any charges 
that you may implement or as a result of 
this recommendation. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD J. POINTS, 

Associate Director. 

ATTACJDIENT 2 
COIDIODITY CREDIT CORPORATION, 

Washington, D.C., October 19, 1982. 
Mr. FRED BoND, 
Manager, Flue-Cured Tobacco Cooperative 

Stabilization Corp., Raleigh, N.C. 
DEAR MR. BoND: On June 23, 1982, the 

Board of Directors of Commodity Credit 
Corporation <CCC> approved the policy for 
the 1982 and subsequent crop tobacco price 
support program. One provision in the 
policy is that sales proceeds remitted to 
CCC will be allocated to principal and inter
est. This is a change from the provision, in 
effect since 1966, that sales proceeds be ap
plied first to loan principal and then to ac
crued interest. 

The following alternatives, for allocating 
sales proceeds, have been proposed: 

1. Apply all sales proceeds to accrued in
terest until the interest has been paid, any 
remaining sales proceeds would be applied 
to principal. 

2. Compute interest applicable to tobacco 
as it is sold. A weighted average start date 
for interest computation could be used as 
tobacco in a particular hogshead might 
have come under loan on various dates. Use 
actual interest rates charged by CCC for the 
time the tobacco was under loan. 

3. Determine the relationship between the 
principal balance and the accrued interest 
at the end of each month and establish that 
ratio as the allocation factor to be used for 
all sales proceeds remitted to CCC during 
the following month. 

4. Determine the relationship between the 
principal balance and the accrued interest 
at the end of the marketing year and estab
lish that ratio as the allocation factor to be 
used for all sales proceeds applicable to that 
crop year. 

5. Use the January interest rate charged 
by CCC to determine the amount of sales 
proceeds to be applied to interest during the 
calendar year. 

We would appreciate your comments on 
the above proposals and any alternative sug
gestions you have for allocation of sales pro
ceeds. In order that we can proceed with a 
determination on this, your comments/sug
gestions should be furnished by November 
22,1982. 

Sincerely, 
LEsTER W. LECOIIPTB. 

ATTACJDIENT 3 
U.S. SENATE, 

COIDII'l"l'EE ON AGRICULTURE, 
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY, 

Washington, D.C., November 9, 1982. 
Mr. LEsTER W. LECoMPTE, 
Controller, Commodity Credit Corporation, 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Wash
ington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. LECoMPTE: It is my understand
ing that the Commodity Credit Corporation 
is presently reviewing sales proceeds assign
ment policies for the tobacco price support 
program. 
It is my considered opinion that no 

change is required in the current policy of 
applying proceeds to the loan principal and 
then to interest. This method of repayment 
has worked well and the proposed changes 
would not be in the best interests of the to
bacco program at this time. 

The No Net Cost Tobacco Program Act of 
1982 provides that costs associated with the 
tobacco program, except administrative ex
penses, not be borne by the taxpayers. Li
ability for repayment of principal and inter
est rests with program participants and 
would, therefore, make changes in sales pro
ceeds assignment policies unwarranted. 

In the event you feel compelled to make 
any changes in the sales proceeds assign
ment policy, I hope you will consult with me 
in advance. 

Sincerely, 
JESSE HELMs, Chainnan. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as previ
ously noted H.R. 3392 passed the 
House of Representatives Monday 
under the Suspension Calendar be
cause it is recognized as an interim 
measure to permit the orderly opening 
of the 1983 tobacco markets. 

The bill simply freezes the loan 
rates for 1983 on all types of quota to
bacco at the 1982 level. 

It has been considered by the House 
under suspension of the rules because 
it is regarded as completely noncontro
versial, and yet immensely beneficial 
to those thousands of tobacco farmers 
who would take enormous financial 
losses if the markets do not open on 
time this year. Those farmers who 
would be most particularly impacted 
are in the States of Florida and Geor
gia. 

As already indicated, the House 
Committee on Agriculture, and the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry have both report
ed legislation which makes substantial 
adjustments in the entire tobacco pro
gram. These adjustments are designed 
to make U.S. tobacco more competi
tively priced in world markets, and to 
respond to criticism that the tobacco 

program ought to operate to the great
est extent possible to the direct advan
tage of actual tobacco farmers. 

The comprehensive tobacco legisla
tion freezes the loan rates at the 1982 
levels for 1983, 1984, and depending on 
whether the cost of production in
creases 5 percent or less, also for 1985. 
In addition there are numerous other 
provisions in the comprehensive bill, 
S. 1529. These changes in the price 
supports for the years 1983-85 and the 
numerous other changes are vitally 
necessary to achieve the goal of restor
ing profitability to the U.S. tobacco 
economy. I can assure Senators that it 
is our intention to take up farm pro
gram legislation which would embody 
comprehensive tobacco program 
changes-without fail. It is absolutely 
necessary. Adoption of this interim 
measure will not substitute for the 
comprehensive measure, nor will its 
consideration be delayed in any way. 

But the Senate is not now in a posi
tion to take up that comprehensive 
legislation. A commitment has been 
made to consider the Department of 
Defense authorization bill, and to take 
up legislation relating to a variety of 
farm program changes following that, 
probably beginning on July 18. 

As I have already related, the Senate 
has a number of farm program 
changes to consider in addition to the 
comprehensive tobacco program 
changes. It is very likely that several 
days will be spent in the Senate on 
them. These include dairy program 
changes and cotton PIK program 
changes, and change in the target 
price levels for wheat, feed grains, rice, 
and cotton. These matters are not 
without controversy and opposition. It 
is impossible to predict at this junc
ture just how much time will be con
sumed in Senate consideration, not to 
mention House consideration, and in a 
conference with the House, and all the 
rest. 

This potential for delay is the reason 
that the Senate should agree to H.R. 
3392 right now. 

Objection to its consideration and 
passage will accomplish no purpose 
except to create economic hardship 
for those farmers in the tobacco mar
kets in Florida and Georgia which are 
the first to open. Of course, all tobac
co farmers would be adversely affected 
if the delay were to extend beyond 
July 30, because the markets would 
have to go ahead and open with the 
1983 loan rates at their present estab
lished level. 

There is a consensus in the tobacco 
family that the price support would be 
too high in such a situation, and 
buyers would in consequence turn in 
even greater amounts to foreign tobac
co. 

I urge the Senate to agree to the in
terim measure now before us, and to 
approve H.R. 3392 without delay. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of this legislation which is 
simply a 1-year freeze on the price of 
all types of tobacco. With passage of 
this bill, the price support for tobacco 
in 1983 will be the same as in 1982. 
This is an interim measure that is not 
intended to take the place of the 
broader and more comprehensive legis
lation which has been reported out of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee. 
This interim, emergency legislation is 
necessary because Flu-cured tobacco 
markets are scheduled to open in 
Georgia and Florida on July 20 and in 
Virginia on August 8. Unless this legis
lation is passed prior to the opening of 
these markets, there will be much con
fusion with respect to what the Feder
al price support will be. 

American tobacco is the finest qual
ity tobacco in the world; however, in 
recent years the price has risen to 
such a high level that we are not only 
pricing ourselves out of the world 
market, but we are even beginning to 
import substantial quantities of for
eign-grown tobacco. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
halt the escalation in the support 
price and to assist American Tobacco 
in improving its competitive position 
in the marketplace. 

Last year, Congress adopted the "No 
Net Cost Tobacco Program." Under 
this program, growers must bear the 
cost of the tobacco price support 
system, except for governmental ad
ministrative costs. In this respect, the 
tobacco price support program is 
unique. The program is funded 
through an assessment which each 
grower is required to pay. This money 
is maintained in case the tobacco 
under loan must be sold at less than 
cost. If the scheduled price support in
crease for 1983 goes into effect, loan 
stocks could increase, which in turn 
would cause the farmers' assessment 
to increase. 

Mr. President, tobacco growers are, 
by and large, family farmers. The to
bacco program has provided the stabil
ity to preserve these rural jobs in our 
country. I hope that in the near 
future, Congress will pass the more 
comprehensive legislation which con
tains additional adjustments to im
prove the program. In the meantime, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 1-
year price support freeze. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 3392, which will 
freeze the 1983 tobacco price support 
at the 1982level. 

This bill is essential to tobacco farm
ers in that it will result in a more 
stable price for their product, and 
thereby help prevent American tobac
co from being overPriced on the inter
national market. Due to the fact that 
tobacco markets in South Carolina 
will open near the end of this month, 
this legislation is very timely and will 
reduce uncertainty among tobacco 

producers over pricing at the opening 
of markets. 

Mr. President, it is very important 
that the tobacco marketing process 
continue to be a smooth and dependa
ble system. Tobacco is vital both to 
the economy of my State and to the 
Nation. Tobacco is the fifth largest 
cash crop nationwide in terms of 
value, with marketings of $3.5 billion 
last year. This important crop is 
grown in 22 States on some 200,000 
separate farms. In South Carolina, to
bacco is grown on over 5,000 farms and 
employs over 27,000 people. 

In addition, Mr. President, the 
United States is the leading exporter 
of tobacco. Tobacco product exports 
greatly improve our balance of trade, 
with the value of U.S. exports amount
ing to over $2.8 billion in 1982. Last 
year alone, Federal, State, and local 
governments collected $7.4 billion in 
sales and excise taxes on tobacco. 
South Carolina received $29 million in 
taxes from the sale to tobacco prod
ucts in 1982. 

Mr. President, the importance of to
bacco to our economy today is abun
dantly clear. Congress should help 
maintain the profitability and stability 
of this farm industry. Passage of this 
legislation will go a long way toward 
achieving this goal, and I hope that 
my colleagues can support this non
controversial measure. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
certainly have no desire to delay the 
consideration of this legislation, but I 
would like to make just a few com
ments regarding this proposal. I find it 
rather ironic that those who vehe
mently criticized amendments I had 
offered over the past 2 years as being 
antifarmer would now push legislation 
which embodies what they had fought 
so hard. 

What is perhaps most ironic, 
though, Mr. President, is that as a 
direct result of their refusal to hold 
down increases in price supports back 
in 1980 when I had first proposed such 
action, our tobacco exports have de
clined, inventories of tobacco have in
creased substantially, tobacco quotas 
have been reduced, Government out
lays for the tobacco program have in
creased, and tobacco farmers have 
seen their required contribution to the 
no net cost tobacco fund double and 
will probably see it at least double 
again in order to insure that the pro
gram is carried out at no net cost to 
the taxpayers. 

I am concerned that even what is 
being proposed today may not be ade
quate to protect tobacco producers 
from a repeat of what happened with 
the 1982 crop, that being 24 percent of 
the Flue-cured and more than 31 per
cent of the burley crop going under 
loan. I have already been approached 
by one tobacco producer group from 
North Carolina that is seeking addi
tional discretionary authority for the 

Secretary to reduce price support 
levels below the 1982 level. They sin
cerely believe that a price freeze now 
will not be adequate to address the 
problems U.S. tobacco is facing on the 
world market. Since the tobacco 
farmer is responsible for any losses in
curred by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration in carrying out the price sup
port program, it is certainly in their 
interest to insure that their product is 
as competitive as possible. 

It should come as no surprise that 
those of us who have expressed con
cern over this program would support 
this legislation moving in a timely 
manner. Our only regret is that it has 
taken us so long to get to this point. I 
urge the adoption of this legislation. 

Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, I 
understand there are no further state
ments, colloquies, or other actions to 
be taken. 

I ask that the Chair place before the 
Senate the question on passage of the 
bill as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has all 
time been yielded back? 

Mr. HELMS. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time has been yielded back. 
If there be no further amendments, 

the question is on the engrossment of 
the amendment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? 

So the bill <H.R. 3392), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill passed. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe 
under the order previously entered, 
the Senate will resume consideration 
of the defense authorization bill. 
Before we do so, I express my appre
ciation to the two managers of the 
measure and the countless Senators 
involved in the clearance process, par
ticularly the Senator from Ohio, who 
gave his clearance for the consider
ation of this measure. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
majority leader. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I simply 
want to express my deep appreciation 
to the distinguished majority leader, 
the distinguished minority leader, Sen
ator HUDDLESTON, and all others for 
their cooperation and the expeditious 
manner in which this was handled. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I join 

with the distinguished majority leader 
in the comments that he made. I also 
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thank Senator PRYOR for his courtesy 
in yielding. 

OMNIBUS DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984 

The Senate continues with the con
sideration of the bill <S. 675). 

AJIENDIIENT NO. 146 7 

Mr TOWER. Mr. President, it has 
come. to my attention that a reduction 
made in the funding authorized for 
appropriations for the Department of 
the Air Force in order to reallocate 
the necessary funds toward procure
ment of 240 ALCM-B strategic air
launched cruise missiles was inadvert
ently taken from the improper ac
count. 

My amendment is intended to cor
rect this technical misallocation and 
bring the bill into conformity with the 
committee's recommendation and 
intent. As a consequence of this 
amendment, $437 million will be re
stored to the Air Force research and 
development account and an offsetting 
$437 million will be reduced from the 
Air Force procurement account. 

The $115 million of this reduction is 
to be made in the special support 
projects line of the Air Force procure
ment account and a further $322 mil
lion is to be made as a miscellaneous 
reduction also in the Air Force pro
curement account. 

Mr. President, I send this amend
ment to the desk and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER) pro

poses an amendment numbered 1467. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 24, line 11, strike 

"$12,499,116,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$12,936,116,000." " 

On page 18 line 24, strike "$8,532,334,000 
and insert in lleu thereof "$8,095,334,000." 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to the amendment. 
It is a technical amendment growing 
out of a mistake that was made, as I 
understand it, charging the program 
to one account whereas it should have 
been to another. 

Mr. TOWER. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 1467> was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I be
lieve now is the time to recognize the 
Senator from Arkansas, if the Chair is 
so disposed. Let me advise Senators 
that this is a very important amend
ment. I regard it as one of the three 
most important issues to be addressed 
on the authorization bill. This, along 
with the B-1 and the MX, I think, 
ranks as one of the more important 
issues. I hope Senators will pay close 
attention. 

I might note that for those Senators 
desirous of getting some insight on the 
implications of this amendment and 
our ability to negotiate a ban on chem
ical weapons, the U.S. Ambassador to 
the disarmament meeting in Geneva is 
available here on the Hill for consulta
tion. 

AJIENDIIENT NO. 14 68 

(Purpose: to prohibit the production of 
lethal binary chemical munitions and re
lated production, facilities, equipment and 
precursor chemicals> 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment that I will offer shortly 
relative to prohibiting the production 
of lethal binary chemical munitions 
and related production, the equipping 
of facilities to produce these muni
tions and for other purposes. 

Mr: President, I offer this amend
ment today for myself and Mr. HAT
FIELD, Mr. HART, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
BURDICK, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. CRANSTON, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. HEINZ. 

Mr. President, I send the amend
ment to the desk at this time and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas <Mr. PRYOR), 
for himself, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. HART, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. BAR
BANES, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. CRANSTON, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. MELcHER, Mr. MOYNI
HAN, and Mr. HEINz, proposes an amend
ment numbered 1468. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 17, line 3, strike out 

"$2,144,589,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$2,013,989,000". 

On page 139, strike lines 1-23 and insert in 
lieu thereof "prohibition on procurement of 
lethal binary chemical munitions, related 
production facilities, equipment and precur
sor chemicals.". 

S:sc. 1013. <a> None of the funds appropri
ated pursuant to the authorization of aP
propriations in this bill may be obligated or 
expended, and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law no agency of Government 
may obligate or expend appropriated funds, 
for procurement of binary chemical muni
tions or for production facilities, equipment, 
or precursor chemicals for such munitions. 

<b> For the purposes of this section, the 
term "lethal binary chemical munitions" 
means U> any toxic chemical <solid, liquid, 
or gas) which is intended to be used to 
produce injury or death to human beings 
through its chemical properties, and <2> any 
device, instrument, apparatus, or contriv
ance, including any components or accesso
ries thereof, intended to be used only to dis
perse or otherwise disseminate any such 
toxic chemical. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing an amendment to 
the fiscal year 1984 Department of De
fense authorization bill that would 
prohibit the production of lethal 
binary munitions by the United 
States. It would also call upon the 
President to intensify his efforts in 
the Committee on Disarmament with 
the Soviet Union on achieving an 
agreement to establish a mutual and 
verifiable ban on the production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons. 

The administration earlier requested 
approximately $157.2 million for the 
procurement of binary chemical equip
ment and munitions. Because of re
cently discovered operational prob
lems with the Big Eye bomb, this re
quest has been reduced to $130.6 mil
lion. 

For the purposes of the RECORD and 
the general debate on this issue, Mr. 
President, I would like to include in 
the RECoRD how this $130.6 million is 
broken out. 

PRODUCTION FUNDS 
First." $18 million for initial produc

tion of 155 millimeter binary shells. 
Second, $30 million for the facility 

to produce DC, a chemical for 155 mil
limeter production. 

Third, $16 million for equipment to 
make the metal parts of the Big Eye 
bomb. 

Fourth, $35 million for facility to 
produce QL, one of the binary compo
nents of the Big Eye. 

Fifth, $31.6 million for tools and 
equipment-Big Eye bomb load, as
semble and pack the facility. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
delete all of the funds for the produc
tion of binary nerve gas. I would like 
to state that this does not delete any 
of the money that the Senate Armed 
Services Committee has asked for, 
which is approximately $700 million 
for chemical defensive systems which 
we must have: These systems include, 
for example, protective clothing, gas 
masks, immunization studies, and re
lated and defensive mechanisms. It is 
with these systems that we defend not 
only our soldiers but also our civilians 
from possible nerve gas warfare. 
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Mr. President, I am opposed to the 

production of binary chemical muni
tions on these grounds: 

First, we today have a sufficient 
stockpile of 155 millimeter nerve gas 
shells on hand. Even Defense Secre
tary Weinberger indicated earlier this 
year that the U.S. stockpile of 155 mil
limeter shells is in the "range of suffi
ciency" to deter any chemical warfare 
against our troops. 

Second, our current stockpile of 155 
millimeter and 8-inch chemical shells 
is not deteriorating to the point where 
it is obsolete. A special blue ribbon 
panel on chemical stockpile status ap
pointed by Defense Secretary Wein
berger issued an interim report on 
March 22, 1938, concluding that metal 
deterioration of the shells is not seri
ous and that the military utility of 
both the 155 millimeter and 8-inch 
shells "has not been seriously degrad
ed to date." 

Third, the Big Eye bomb has suf
fered severe technical problems and is 
not ready to pass from the develop
ment stage to the production stage. 

As we know, Mr. President, $82 bil
lion of this request, which is on the 
floor of the Senate at this particular 
time, is for the production itself of the 
Big Eye bomb. 

To date, there have been two suc
cessful tests of the Big Eye. The first 
was on May 31 of this year, and the 
second was on July 7. These first two 
tests dealt with the release of the 
bomb from the aircraft, the mixing in 
flight of the agent, and the dissemina
tion of the agent from the bomb. 
There are to be approximately 40 tests 
in the development testing and evalua
tion of the revised Big Eye program. 
To date, we have the results of 5 per
cent of these tests. It would not be 
prudent at this time to proceed with 
the Big Eye program, consuming some 
$82.6 million, as we are only now be
ginning to take a second look at a 
weapons system that has been under 
development for 19 years, almost two 
decades. There will eventually be 60 
operational tests and eventuations of 
this system, and the issue can be more 
effectively addressed when futher test 
results are in. 

Fourth, from the standpoint of mili
tary utility, the agent that is to be de
livered by the Big Eye bomb is wrong, 
in my opinion. VX, although persist
ent, has a vapor that does not last a 
long time. Most Warsaw Pact aircraft 
are sheltered and the VX would cause 
little degradation to the operational 
capability of these aircraft. Not only 
have the services come up with an out
dated way to deliver the agent, they 
are also recommending what is in my 
opinion the wrong kind of agent. 

Fifth, renewed binary production is 
a waste of money, Mr. President. Pro
duction of these weapons would ulti
mately cost between $6 and $15 billion 
in 1982 dollars and divert funds from 

other needed military programs. In 
fact, the production cost of one binary 
artillery shell is 18 times the cost of 
upgrading one existing unitary shell. 
Also, for each 155 millimeter binary 
artillery shell requested, the Pentagon 
could get four more effective, 155 mil
limeter high explosive artillery shells. 

Sixth, in my opinion, we need to 
shore up our defensive equipment 
before we launch into exotic weaponry 
we do not need. In developing defen
sive equipment, not only for our own 
soldiers but for our civilians, as well, 
we have put into the field relatively 
good suits for individual protection. 
But we need to improve a number of 
areas-decontamination, remote-area 
detection, and collective protection in 
vehicles and stationary shelters. 
Remote sensors and alarms are an es
pecially critical deficiency. 

Seventh, this is an old argument of 
mine. I have made at many times on 
the floor, and shall, perhaps, have an 
opportunity to make it again, but it is 
well worth making once again: Chemi
cal weapons do not kill those in 
combat, they kill civilians. Our troops 
and theirs are equipped to withstand 
the effects of nerve gas, but our 
people-our civilian women and chil
dren-are not. And neither are theirs. 

Eighth, I have serious concerns, Mr. 
President, over possible implications of 
binary weapons on arms control. 

To begin with, most foreign coun
tries that we deal with would perceive 
production of binary chemical weap
ons by the United States as escalating 
the confrontation between the U.S. 
and U.S.S.R. in chemical warfare pro-
duction. ____ 

In addition_, I believe we now have 
the high ground as far as world opin
ion is concerned. We have tabled our 
detailed views on chemical weapons 
with the Committee on Disarmanent. 
Soviet stalling tactics have been wit
nessed by all members of the commit
tee, and we must intensify our efforts 
at the bargaining table. 

Third, Mr. President, the production 
of new chemical weapons could mark 
the beginning of a new kind of arms 
race. It could also result in the danger
ous proliferation of chemical agents to 
Third World countries. 

And, finally, deployment of these 
new binaries could represent a diplo
matic problem, as most European 
countries have not been approached 
concerning their willingness to have 
these weapons on their soil. 

Mr. President, the new 155 millime
ter shell facility and equipment will 
soon be ready to produce binary shells. 
The plant is built. The equipment is 
being moved in. All that is left is for 
us to allow this funding to go through, 
and within a few short months we will 
see this country turning its back on a 
policy that has served us well. We will 
then reverse 14 years of no chemical 
warfare production and actually begin 

producing nerve gas, chemical weaP
ons and agents on our own soil. 

Let me assure my colleagues that I 
strongly support all of the defensive 
funding of chemical warfare-the 
suits, masks, antidotes, and research 
that is necessary. This amounts to in 
this particular bill some $700 million 
for these defensive measures, and I 
strongly support every dollar that we 
are putting into this defensive fund
ing. 

I believe very strongly, Mr. Presi
dent, that any additional move to 
produce the 155 millimeter shell or to 
proceed at this time with the Big Eye 
bomb would be unwise. I think it 
would be destabilizing and it would be 
wrong. 

My amendment, on the other hand, 
is separate and apart from all of the 
defensive measures that we have 
talked about previously. It would pro
hibit the production itself of binary 
chemical munitions. It would call upon 
the President to intensify our efforts 
at the bargaining table. 

Mr. President, before I sit down, I 
should like for my colleagues to be 
fully aware of a report that was re
cently issued by the General Account
ing Office. This particular report in 
summary goes on to speak of the 
many unanswered questions as to our 
chemical warfare doctrine. In fact, I 
think one of the main points about 
this particular General Accounting 
Office report is that it demonstrates 
the total absence of any chemical war
fare doctrine that this country now 
has. Second, I think this report is very 
important because, once again, it dem
onstrates that the particular doctrine 
that is now going to be implemented, 
will be preceded by a new policy of 
producing nerve gas before that doc
trine has been established. We do need 
to improve on decontamination, re
mote area detection and collective pro
tection vehicles. This is stressed by the 
General Accounting Office report. 
The General Accounting Office also 
found that assertions about the specif
ic technical and operational advan
tages of binary weapons are not sup
ported by empirical evidence and must 
be recognized as possibly inaccurate. 

Fourth, this General Accounting 
Office report concluded that we need 
more information on Soviet offensive 
chemical capability. We need more in
formation on the mix of chemical and 
conventional weapons needed to 
achieve objectives. And it asks this 
question: "Are chemicals tactically 
more advantageous?" 

The General Accounting Office also 
stated that we need to do an analysis 
of comparative delivery systems. We 
need to determine how to protect civil
ian populations. We need to study 
planning of use of chemical weapons 
more. Finally, the General Accounting 
Office concluded by saying that little 
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information is provided to compare 
unitary weapons to chemical weapons 
in terms of the national security and 
dollar costs. 

Mr. President, this request of $130 
million is inclusive of a !55-millimeter 
shell which we have plenty of, which 
has not deteriorated, and which is 
going to be costing some $48 million to 
just begin to replace. 

Second, an $82 million request for 
the Big Eye bomb, which has re
searched and developed for the last 19 
years. It is a bomb, once again, that 
has been tested 2 times with some 40 
DT&E tests and 60 OT&E also yet to 
come. 

Mr. President, I think it is wrong for 
us to go into production of the revised 
Big Eye bomb, one as dangerous as it 
is, and, two, knowing as little about 
the recently fixed Big Eye bomb as we 
know at this time. 

.Mr. President, this administration, 
since it has occupied the leadership of 
the White House and since it has basi
cally committed our country to a $1.5 
trillion defense preparedness program, 
has gotten every weapon system it has 
asked for with one exception-chemi
cal warfare. I think today is the day 
that we must answer the question as 
to whether we are going to allow this 
administration to prematurely go back 
into production of chemical warfare 
and its agents as we know them. 

I also hear on many occasions, Mr. 
President, of the need to have a bar
gaining chip with the Soviet Union. 
We are told that we need to go out and 
manufacture more chemical warfare 
agents and weaponry. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the 
production of more !55-millimeter 
shells because we have plenty of them 
already in stockpile, the production of 
a Big Eye bomb that probably will not 
work-it has only been tested two 
times with 40 DT&E and 60 OT&E 
tests yet to come-is not much of a 
bargaining chip for our country. It is 
trying to purchase, in my opinion, the 
illusion of strength. We know our own 
strength. The Soviets know our 
strength. I do not believe that if we 
pass this authorization today and go 
back into the production of chemical 
warfare and its agents that we will in 
any way strengthen the defense of 
this country or our ability to defend 
ourselves. 

Mr. President, I yield at this time to 
the very distinguished manager, the 
Senator from Virginia, but before I do 
I ask unanimous consent to insert im
mediately following my remarks a 
statement by one of the cosponsors of 
my amendment. Senator DUREN
BERGER, of Minnesota. relative to 
chemical weapons and this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senate is in the process of 
examining administration proposals to 

spend more than $6 billion over 5 
fiscal years on chemical weapons pro
duction. The President's request for 
funds for fiscal year 1984, if passed, 
would end a 14-year moratorium on 
the production of chemical weapons, 
CW. I do not believe it is advisable to 
begin production for a variety of rea
sons, but principally because these 
weapons use up limited defense dollars 
and because there is no stated plan for 
their deployment. 

Recently, the General Accounting 
Office completed a year-long investiga
tion into chemical weaponry. Al
though much of the report is classi
fied, the conclusions are public knowl
edge and require serious consideration 
by both the administration and the 
Congress. 

In 1968, the United States unilater
ally decided to halt the testing and 
production of chemical weapons and 
thus no new weapons have been pro
duced. After an exhaustive survey of 
the literature and in-depth interviews, 
GAO investigators reported that 
"GAO finds that the U.S. chemical 
weapons system is generally not seen 
as a credible deterrent and that little 
is known about its function or its use
fulness.'' 

Therefore. one of the principal argu
ments offered by supporters is that re
sumption of a CW program will create 
a deterrent. However, the GAO report 
highlighted several flaws in our 
present policy and outlined the weak
nesses of this deterrence theory. 

One of the principal reasons that 
U.S. chemical weaponry may lack a de
terrent effect is that the United States 
has no plan for deployment of these 
new weapons. The issue is not how 
many weapons we have-we have a 
huge arsenal. The issue is whether we 
know what to do with existing stock
piles much less new weapons. 

The principal theater for chemical 
weapons is likely to be Europe but the 
NATO allies are unwilling to accept 
the weapons of their territory. Germa
ny and Italy are prohibited from de
ployment by treaty obligations, and 
other NATO members have indicated 
their unwillingness to accept them. 

If the funding proposal is accepted 
and production begins, we will need to 
articulate a deployment plan. This 
would surely involve discussion and co
ordination with our European allies. If 
a plan were announced, we could 
expect a popular outburst of protest 
against these weapons that may well 
exceed the current opposition to nu
clear weapons. The net effect would be 
to futher weaken our alliance in the 
eyes of the Soviets. It would be foolish 
to foster further divisiveness in NATO 
by replicating the Pershing 11-cruise 
missile controversy. Production and 
deployment decisions must be unani
mous or we weaken the fabric of 
NATO. 

A second issue of grave concern is 
the lack of a chemical warfare doc
trine implementing any policy. As 
cited by the GAO in their investigative 
report, the United States is prepared 
to modernize its chemical weapons 
stockpiles without being able to test 
them and without knowing precisely 
how they would be used in combat and 
in what combination with convention
al weapons. This point is particularly 
important because it builds on the un
certainty created by a lack of a deploy
ment plan. Even if we knew where the 
weapons would be based, it is another 
matter entirely to. decide how they 
would be used and under what circum
stances. This matter is further com
pounded because we possess only a 
limited long-range air-strike capability 
and no long-range surface-to-surface 
capability at all, as the GAO noted. 
The recent failure of the Big Eye 
binary chemical bomb underscores the 
problems associated with testing and 
implementation of usage doctrine. It is 
clear that far more preliminary plan
ning must be undertaken before pro
duction can even be considered. 

A third concern I have deals with 
the cost of this program. Once the 
usage and deployment questions of 
any new program are resolved. a more 
comprehensive debate can be conduct
ed on spending proposals. Deployment 
plans and doctrine can by analyzed 
and flaws or weaknesses pointed out. 
However, I can find no justification 
for spending more than $6 billion on a 
program that lacks clarity on these 
two points. The Department of De
fense has acknowledged serious prob
lems in the development of the latest 
model for chemical weaponry. the Big 
Eye. Given these serious flaws in the 
development of this weapon. the 
Senate Armed Services Committee 
voted to defer funding for it until the 
problems could be corrected. 

Finally, attention has been drawn to 
the Soviet chemical weapons capabil
ity. The GAO interviewed many spe
cialists in this field and found a com
monly held perception about Soviet 
superiority in the production and de
ployment of these weapons. Grave 
concern about the use of chemical 
weapons in Afghanistan and South
east Asia has prompted supporters to 
urge the development of a U.S. capa
bility to act as a deterrent. 

We have a deterrent. Our chemical 
weapons arsenal is already large. If we 
face any serious weakness in this area. 
it is primarily in things like detection 
and sensory devices or protective gear. 
Deterrence must be based on a combi
nation of defensive means to protect 
our troops and offensive means to re
taliate if necessary. We have the of
fensive capability. Why modernize it 
at a cost of billions when we still do 
not have enough protective gear? 
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The negotiators at Geneva and 

Vienna already have a full agenda for 
their arms control negotiations, but 
we can find an appropriate forum for 
the discussion of chemical weapons 
that I am certain our NATO allies 
would endorse. The confusion about 
how we will use these weapons and 
where they will be deployed weakens 
the case for them. The repugnance 
which all must feel for weapons that 
will kill people over a huge area
whether civilians or soldiers-makes it 
even harder for proponents to state 
their case. And our lack of protective 
devices makes it harder still to see why 
we should spend billions more on 
weapons which are neither needed nor 
morally acceptable. 

!&X. vv~~.!4r.President, before 
taking the floor, I wish to advise my 
distinguished colleague from Arkansas 
that there are other Members who 
desire to speak in support of this 
amendment. Senator COCHRAN is due 
momentarily. As a courtesy to those 
Members who are associated with the 
amendment of the the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas, I suggest that 
we wait just a few minutes. Therefore, 
!&X. President-

!4r. PRYOR. I say to my friend from 
Virginia that I understand we have 
two speakers coming to the floor im
mediately, Senator LAUTENBERG and 
also Senator HART, who plan to speak 
on this subject. I notice the arrival of 
Senator CocHRAN. 

!&X. VV~~- Mr. President, I yield 
the floor to the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas. 

!&X. PRYOR. Mr. President, should 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi care to give any remarks at this 
time, I would be happy to yield to him. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate very much the Senator from 
Arkansas yielding to me. 

First, I want to compliment him and 
the Senator from Colorado for their 
leadership on this issue. It has con
cerned me, Mr. President, for some 
number of years that our policy in the 
development of additional binary mu
nitions, nerve gas weapons, is wrong. 

For many, many years, we took the 
position in the world community that 
the appropriate thing to do was to 
lead other nations in the direction of 
dismantling and destroying all weap
ons that were capable of delivering 
chemical agents. I think it is impor
tant for the United States to continue 
to assert leadership in that direction. 

To me, it is totally inconsistent with 
the efforts we are making in Geneva 
and in our effort to rally world opin
ion to our side on this issue to appro
priate, · or authorize to be appropri
ated, the funds for the production of a 
new series of modem chemical weap
ons. 

I was vezy encouraged some time ago 
when we read that our negotiators at 
Geneva called for the systematic de-

struction of all chemical weapons. VVe 
also have urged that there be onsite 
inspections. That is a necessary and an 
important part of the effort to do 
away with the possibility of this kind 
of warfare being conducted by any 
nation. 

On February 11 of this year, I read 
in the Dallas Morning News a report 
that was published by United Press 
International stating the Govern
ment's proposal to destroy all chemi
cal weapons. Progress on a chemical 
weapons ban which had been under 
discussion in Geneva at the 40-nation 
disarmament conference had been said 
to have been prevented by Soviet re
fusal to accept the requirement of 
onsite inspection. 

VVhatever that problem may be, I 
think we can continue to work hard to 
bring the Soviet Union around to 
agreement on that issue, so that we 
can get full compliance by not only 
the Soviet Union but also by all na
tions with the ban that has been pro
posed by our Government. 

I call attention to the fact that on 
February 15 I put into the REcoRD, at 
page 2205, that complete news report, 
because I thought it was important for 
the Senate to realize that in spite of 
the request for funding of $158 million 
to build these new nerve gas shells, to 
update the so-called inadequate chemi
cal weapon stocks we have, the admin
istration was taking a very strong posi
tion in calling for a ban of all chemical 
weapons. 

However, as I say, I am concerned 
that it is inconsistent, on the one 
hand, to be urging a ban on these 
weapons and, on the other hand, to be 
asking Congress to appropriate money 
to build new ones. 

Although I was not on the floor to 
hear the entire statement by the Sena
tor from Arkansas, I know he has 
pointed out that we already have sub
stantial numbers of these chemical 
weapons that are already stockpiled; 
and although they may be somewhat 
old, they are still, by and large, usable 
and would certainly equip our forces 
to at least impose a threat of use, if 
that is considered important by the 
Defense Department in a combat situ
ation. 

I have had an opportunity to talk 
with representatives of the Depart
ment of Defense about this issue, and 
they are very concerned about the fact 
that I tend to be reluctant to support 
this new money for construction. They 
argue that we need this new capability 
to put potential adversaries in a disad
vantageous position, in terms of forc
ing them to wear the protective gear 
and to adopt the defensive measures 
that would be necessary on the battle
field-that this would impede efficien
cy and would make it more difficult 
for them to wage any aggressive action 
in an effective way. 

That is an interesting argument, but 
I contend that by using the weapons 
stock we have on hand now, we can 
cause that result, and we can cause 
that to occur without having to 
embark upon what could very well be 
a new, multibillion dollar spending 
program for a weapon that I do not 
think the United States would ever 
use in warfare. 

This is another point. I do not know 
whether it has been discussed here 
today or not. To me, it is absolutely 
unthinkable that the United States 
would actually engage in chemical 
warfare in an offensive way on a bat
tlefield anywhere in the world. Cer
tainly, it would not occur in the de
fense of the continental United States, 
because we know that the damage 
that would be occasioned by the use of 
those weapons would be to the civilian 
population. I do not think that tech
nology has advanced to the point that 
we could target the application of 
these weapons to a small geographic 
area and have the weapons selectively 
impair only the military forces on the 
battlefield. 

VVe will have to come to terms with 
the reality of the use of these weapons 
in our own mind, as a part of the de
velopment of our national policy. Very 
real dangers will be posed to the civil
ian population, whether we are talking 
about VV estern Europe, Latin America, 
Eastern Europe-anywhere in the 
world. 

Right now, our entire policy is di
rected toward the potential deploy
ment of chemical weapons in the coun
tries of our NATO allies. I am con
vinced that we will run into some of 
the most hostile opposition from our 
VV estern European allies if we even 
start discussing advanced deployment 
or making available to our forces in 
VVestem Europe any new stockpiles of 
chemical weapons. 

VVe have already seen the difficulties 
that can be encountered with the dis
cussion of deployment of modem mis
sile systems which, it can be argued, 
pose no real threat and certainly no 
imminent danger to the civilian popu
lation of the Western European coun
tries in which they are deployed; be
cause if they are used, they will be tar
geted to areas hundreds of miles away, 
and the only real danger is the cre
ation of an atmosphere in which they 
might suggest that they are in more 
danger of a preemptive strike from the 
Soviet Union or from a missile system 
in an Eastern bloc country. 

This chemical weapons situation is a 
completely different kind of system. It 
would be used, we presume, against 
troops attacking or engaging in aggres
sive incursions into VVestem European 
countries. If they are so used, they will 
necessarily harm and kill, in a very in
humane way, the civilian populations 
in the countries which are allied with 
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us in NATO. I do not think that the 
leaders of the Western European na
tions are going to agree that these 
weapons can be deployed in their 
countries, and certainly they are not 
going to agree that they can be used 
unilaterally by the United States 
under any circumstances. 
. So if we are not going to use them, if 
it is just unthinkable that we would 
ever utilize this kind of weapon, why 
build it? 

So I think there are many very good 
reasons for us to take a very careful 
look at this issue and put a stop to the 
policy that would cause us to commit 
millions of dollars, maybe billions of 
dollars in the long run, to a weapons 
system that is simply not needed. It 
should not be a part of our offensive 
policy in time of war, which I am con
fident our allies would find very objec
tionable if we considered deploying or 
using the weapons in their area. 

(Mrs. KASSEBAUM assumed the 
chair.> 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi has raised a question of the pos
sible use by the United States, and I 
am sure he is acquainted with the fact 
that we have a no first use policy of 
such weapons in the Armed Forces of 
the United States and indeed we are 
bound by a number of international 
protocols and treaties on this subject. 

However, is the Senator aware of a 
publication put out by the Soviets, 
June 1983, in the form of a press bulle
tin during the course of the negotia
tions on the conference for the disar
mament in Geneva? And I quote from 
page 3 of the Soviet document: 

Last year the Soviet Union put forward 
the draft "Basic Provisions of a Convention 
on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Manufacture and Stockpiling of Chemical 
Weapons and on Their Destruction." This 
document, now before the Committee, takes 
into account the results of the Soviet-Amer
ican talks as well as the viewpoints of other 
states set forth both in the Committee and 
at the UN General Assembly. It represents a 
detailed and well-considered proposal cover
ing the problem of banning chemical weap
ons in all its aspects. 

I interject here my own observation. 
I now am approaching the key point 
that I find most troubling. I continue 
reading from page 3: 

It provides specifically for international 
control measures, including on-site checks 
on the observance of the future convention. 
Under the Soviet proposal if any State, 
party to the convention, is suspected of vio
lating the convention international inspec
tions may be made-with its consent-in its 
territory. 

I repeat: "With its consent-in its 
territory." 

I, therefore, draw to the Senator's 
attention the crux of this internation-

al debate on this issue. The United 
States, and I will point that out in my 
opening remarks soon to be made, has 
in every way tried to show its good 
faith toward eliminating this category 
of horrible weapons, but the Soviets 
on the key point of inspection have 
thus far indicated they would only do 
it with the consent of the country, 
that it would just mitigate and put a 
veto power on behalf of any nation to 
the international body going in and 
making an appropriate inspection. 

It is for that reason that it is imper
ative that we go forward today and not 
in the context of putting a chip on the 
table in Geneva but more in the con
text of continuing to show the good 
faith of the United States to go for
ward in the international forum of the 
Conference on Disarmament and advo
cate a treaty which would be fair, eq
uitable, and verifiable. 

Thus far, at least as late as June 
1983, there has been no indication on 
the part of the Soviet Union that they 
would meet such conditions, and I 
pose that in the form of a question. 
Was the Senator aware of that? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, 
the Senator is aware of the fact that 
from the beginning of the debate in 
Geneva on this issue the Soviet Union 
has not agreed to onsite inspections as 
a part of a new international agree
ment. 

I pointed that out in my initial state
ment and that is fully explained in a 
copy of this report from United Press 
International dated February 11, 1983, 
that I placed in the RECoRD on Febru
ary 15 of this year. 

This is a crucial part of the issue and 
it points out the difficulty that our ne
gotiators are having in Geneva in 
trying to get the Soviet Union to come 
to an agreement with us on this ban. 

So I am not criticizing the fact that 
we are making every effort to get the 
Soviet Union to enter into an agree
ment with us, and I realize the on
sight inspection is a problem, but let 
me ask the Senator this. I know he 
has had hearings on this issue, and I 
have submitted testimony, and we 
have had an opportunity to get into 
the issue in great detail because of the 
leadership of the Senator from Virgin
ia. But does the Senator not agree 
with me that it is absolutely unthink
able for the United States to even 
deploy much less use this new genera
tion of chemical weapons in an area 
where we think they might be used or 
we might be challenged by potential 
adversaries? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
let us go back to the lessons of World 
War II. The Armed Forces of the 
United States in campaigns in Europe 
and in the Pacific were equipped with 
not only defensive equipment in the 
case of a gas attack but the necessary 
ordnance to retaliate if a chemical 
attack were inflicted on our troops. 

History shows not in one instance
even in the last days of the Wehr
macht, the Nazis declined to use chem
ical weapons even under those desper
ate circumstances, knowing full well 
that the allied forces were prepared to 
retaliate. 

The comparability on both sides 
spared not only fighting men but 
indeed the civilian populations par
ticularly in Europe. It is for that 
reason that I and others most strongly 
urge the Senate today to accept the 
report of the Armed Services Commit
tee which indeed I think is fair and eq
uitable under the circumstances of a 
stalled treaty negotiation for a stock
pile which we question as to the long
term viability and of the need under 
what I call a doctrine of fairness to 
the men and women today of the 
Armed Forces of the United States 
who are stationed throughout the 
world. I would think it unconscionable 
that we would put them in those for
ward positions knowing full well that 
they do not have adequate measure of 
protection in the form of retaliatory 
capability if an adversary were to initi
ate an attack. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 
am still disturbed over the statement 
of policy that we would have a weapon 
that we are said to be prepared to use 
when I really do not believe that. I do 
not think that the Soviet Union be
lieves we would use it. I do not think 
our allies would permit us to deploy it 
for use even in a retaliatory context. 

To me, this kind of weapons system 
has no place in the arsenals of the 
United States. We have adequate capa
bility to inflict damage with some of 
the most destructive weapons ever cre
ated by man. Surely, they are suffi
cient to provide us with a retaliatory 
capability against a chemical attack or 
any other kind of weapons systems 
attack. 

Just because the Soviet Union may 
be producing a new generation of 
chemical weapons does not mean that 
we have to. I do not think that our na
tional policy should be mirrored by 
what the Soviet Union is doing. 

If we are taking the lead in the 
international community of trying to 
attract attention to the fact that there 
may be this kind of weapon used now 
in come parts of Southeast Asia-some 
argue very strongly that there is good, 
hard evidence of that-well, let us con
demn its use and have the internation
al community condemn its use, but let 
us not engage in the construction of a 
new era of chemical weapons just be
cause the Soviet Union is doing so. 

Let us put our dollars to use in de
veloping defensive capabilities and 
figure out ways to protect ourselves 
from the possible use. If we are well 
protected and can withstand an attack 
by chemical weapons and can retaliate 
with other destructive weapons of our 
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own. then in my judgment that should 
be sufficient to protect the interests of 
our fighting forces in any potential 
battlefield situation. 

Madam President, I do not mean to 
prolong the debate. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if 
the Senator will yield for clarification, 
I have listened intently to the points 
he made. Is the Senator arguing for a 
doctrine of unilateral disarmament in 
terms of chemical warfare capability? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am not suggesting 
that we destroy the existing stockpile 
we have. I am saying that probably is 
a stockpile that ought to be kept. 

I do argue though that it certainly 
makes no sense to spend a lot of 
money building a lot of new weapons 
that we will never use. 

Mr. WARNER. That begs the ques
tion. Would we not use the present 
weapons under certain circumstances? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I doubt that we 
ever would. We have never in the his
tory of our country used chemical 
weapons. If I were going to vote for 
the future now, if I were going to vote 
for an amount for the future, I would 
vote against it. 

Mr. WARNER. I wish to remind the 
Senator of the war to end all wars, 
World War I, in which I have had a 
special interest from a historical view
point since my father was in it as a 
doctor and was indeed in the trenches 
at the time gas was used by both sides, 
so I think in the history of the United 
States regrettably we have been forced 
under certain circumstances to retali
ate. 

It is an interesting point in history 
that as soon as the AEF, the American 
Expeditionary Force, was equipped 
with it to be utilized then the use of it 
was terminated on the Western front. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I appreciate being 
enlightened by the Senator from Vir
ginia. As I said, he has shown a great 
deal of interest and leadership in his 
capacity on the Armed Services Com
mittee, holding hearings, looking into 
this issue in depth, and I certainly 
agree he is more of an expert in this 
area than I am. 

I am trying to discuss this through 
on the basis of a commonsense ap
proach to whether or not we make 
available potentially billions of dollars 
for the construction of a weapons 
system that we will never use, and I 
am not satisfied that we will, and I 
think it is inappropriate for us to ap
prove the provision of this bill that 
would lead us into a commitment to 
construct and presumably at some 
point in the future maybe to deploy or 
try to deploy chemical weapons. 

Mr. TOWER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. TOWER. Is the Senator suggest
ing that we should spend no money on 
any weapons unless we actually intend 

to use them? That would be a rather 
dangerous way to proceed. That would 
suggest that we really should disarm 
ourselves because we are spending 
money on weapons we hope we will 
never have to use, but we spend them 
in order, we spend money on those 
weapons in order, to give us a capa
bility that will deter attack on the 
United States or on its friends. 

So I do not think the argument is 
well made that because it is unlikely 
we will ever use the weapon we should 
not spend money on it. It is unlikely 
that we would ever use a nuclear 
weapon, I pray it is unlikely we would 
ever use a nuclear weapon. 

Napoleon once said about the bayo
net that you can do anything with the 
bayonet but sit on it. 

The modem corollary to this is that 
you can never do anything with a nu
clear weapon but sit on it. I hope the 
same will be true of gas. 

Let me remind the Senator that in 
World War II, even when his armies 
were in extremis, Hitler ordered his 
generals not to use chemical weapons 
against the Allies because he feared 
our capacity to retaliate. That is a per
fect example of deterrence. Therefore, 
we did not have to use chemical weap
ons in World War II. But, thank God, 
we had them. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 
appreciate the comments of the distin
guished chairman of the committee, 
and I understand the arguments being 
advanced by the committee and by the 
Department of Defense on this issue. 
But I hope the Senate will be very 
cautious in its approach to this provi
sion of the bill, and let us discuss it. If 
it is the policy-if it is consistent with 
the view of the Senate-that we ought 
to embark on this, of course, I accept 
that decision. But I am convinced that 
we are, in effect, wasting money by 
embarking on this new weapons con
struction, and I intend to vote for the 
amendment to delete the authoriza
tion. 

I thank the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

think, at this point, we will accommo
date our colleague from New Jersey, 
Senator LAUTENBERG. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi
dent, I thank the Senator from Virgin
ia. 

Madam President, I rise as a cospon
sor of this amendment to prohibit a 
resumption in chemical weapons pro
duction. I have joined my distin
guished colleague from Arkansas, Sen
ator PRYOR, and others in offering this 
amendment for two basic reasons. Be
ginning to produce nerve gas weapons 
again is not essential to our national 
security. Ending our 14-year moratori
um on nerve gas production will only 
delay and make more difficut achieve
ment of an international ban on these 
weapons that would add to our securi
ty. 

The United States halted its produc
tion of chemical weapons on its own in 
1969, convinced that the hundreds of 
thousands of artillery projectiles and 
bombs already held were adequate to 
deter the use of such weapons by 
others. Since that time, the United 
States has sought an international 
agreement banning the production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons. 
Such a comprehensive ban would 
eliminate uncertainties that still exist, 
despite the 1925 Geneva Protocol gov
erning actual chemical weapons use. 

The Congress of the United States, 
in 1982, determined again that this 
was the preferred course. The Con
gress found renewed production of 
chemical weapons marginal at best, 
given a long list of other defense 
needs. It chose to concentrate on im
proving our chemical defensive capa
bilities and to press harder for efforts 
to ban further production, possession 
or use of chemical weapons. The Con
gress voted to prohibit chemical weap
ons production. 

The prime reason we can continue 
along this course is that we maintain a 
stockpile of chemical weapons that are 
fully capable for deterrence purposes. 
In our stockpile, ready for use, are 
hundreds of thousands of chemical ar
tillery projectiles, possibly more than 
1 million. That number of chemical ar
tillery shells is enough for 30 days or 
more of continuous chemical war in 
Europe. 

A rigorous Army maintenance pro
gram in the last 5 years has actually 
increased the number of usable artil
lery projectiles we have ready. De
fense Secretary Weinberger wrote the 
Armed Services Committee in Febru
ary to note that this stockpile of muni
tions is compatible with current artil
lery pieces, that the quantity-hun
dreds of thousands-was in the range 
of sufficiency and that the shells still 
meet acceptable standards. 

The Secretary's Blue Ribbon Panel 
on Chemical Stockpile Status issued 
an interim report earlier this year that 
noted, "Military utility of 155 millime
ter and 8-inch munitions in stockpile 
have not been seriously degraded to 
date." 

In terms of deterrence, Secretary 
Weinberger's reply to the Armed Serv
ices Committee was that the number 
of munitions stockpiled was suffi
cient---was, in fact, higher than the 
number of newly produced weapons 
proposed to replace them. With more 
than 10 percent of the current stock
pile already deployed in the Federal 
Republic of Germany, these munitions 
are already where they need to be in 
order to be a timely, credible deter
rent. 

Resuming production now is not de
signed to bring a net increase in the 
chemical stockpile. The new munitions 
produced would add nothing to the ef-
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fectiveness or reliability of our current 
stockpile if they are not fully tested 
and fully proven. There are few pros
pects of deploying any more chemical 
weapons to Europe simply because our 
NATO allies would rather not have 
them. None of this adds up to in
creased deterrence. 

We should remember that chemical 
weapons are deadly weapons of war, 
particulerly for defenseless citizens. 
Chemical weapons, like nuclear weap
ons, are classified as weapons of mass 
destruction. Tens of millions of civil
ians would die were chemical weapons 
used in Europe. It would hardly be a 
moderate step to use chemical weap
ons instead of nuclear weapons. 

I believe the interests and national 
security of the United States can be 
best served by the achievement of an 
effective chemical weapons ban. Re
suming chemical weapons production 
after 14 years would more likely com
plicate efforts to achieve a ban than 
ease the process. 

This has been the general conclusion 
of three successive administrations. 
The Nixon administration laid the 
groundwork for chemical weapons ne
gotiations with the Soviet Union. The 
Ford administration began the bilater
al negotiations. The Carter adminis
tration continued the effort. We and 
the Russians negotiated actively from 
1975 to 1980. Then the Reagan admin
istration decided it would not renew 
the bilateral negotiations. It has not 
done so for 2 Jf.a years. 

Negotiating with the Russians does 
not guarantee there will be agreement, 
but not negotiating with the Russians 
insures there can be no agreement. 

Mr. TOWER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. May I finish 
my statement? 

Mr. TOWER. I just wanted toques
tion the Senator on that particular 
point, if I may. I was present in 
Geneva when Vice President BusH 
tabled a proposal for chemical weap
ons ban at the Disarmament Commis
sion in Geneva back in February. So I 
would just question the Senator's facts 
on that particular occasion that the 
administration had chosen not to 
make this an issue. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Senator from Texas for his comments. 
With respect, it is my view, notwith
standing, that there has not been an 
earnest effort to continue the negotia
tions on this basis. 

Mr. TOWER. I think the Senatoi· is 
in error. We have the ambassador to 
the Disarmament Commission here in 
the Capitol. We can get confirmation 
on this very shortly. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi
dent, I ask the Senator from Texas, 
has there been any bilateral negotia
tions on this matter? 

Mr. TOWER. There has not been bi
lateral negotiations. There has been a 

proposal by the United States. Let me 
say, the Senator said we can solve this 
matter by negotiation. Our negotiator 
says: 

There seems to be little incentive for the 
Soviets to negotiate away a clear, prepon
derant advantage, particularly if they are 
confused as to our commitment to maintain 
a viable deterrent capability. 

Ours would be useless by the end of 
this decade. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Senator from Texas for his comments. 

Madam President, we need a more 
convincing case before renouncing the 
prudent policy of a chemical weapons 
production moratorium and serious bi
lateral negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. We deserve a more compelling 
case for adopting, instead, the expen
sive policy of renewing nerve gas pro
duction and the dangerous policy of 
refusing to negotiate directly with the 
Soviets to ban these weapons of mass 
destruction. It is such a ban that 
would truly add to our security. 

I urge my colleagues to join with the 
House in rejecting renewed chemical 
weapons production by supporting this 
amendment. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
back to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HATFIELD addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, 
first of all, I wish to indicate my pleas
ure of being associated with the Sena
tor from Arkansas, Senator PRYOR, in 
his effort to attempt to delete the 
effort to revive the chemical weapons 
system under this authorization bill. 

Madam President, it appears to me 
that this whole effort is unjustifiable 
at every level of consideration, the 
military, the diplomatic, or arms con
trol, the political, and the moral. 

There are two very, I believe, salient 
arguments to offer on behalf of the 
fact that this is a moral question. First 
of all, this weapon kills civilians, not 
military. Let us understand that clear
ly. This is not really something that is 
going to be aimed, in its ultimate 
deadly character, toward military, but 
toward civilians, because the military 
can prepare and defened against it. 
No.2, nerve gas is so grotesque, so bar
baric, that we are compelled to strain 
our intellectual abilities to their 
utmost in the search for alternatives 
to this policy of production. 

As it stands, there is no need for 
such intellectual strain as it is glaring
ly apparent that there is no case for 
this weapons system. 

First of all, on the military question. 
Let me refer to a letter signed not by 
the Quaker Church, but let me refer 
to a letter signed by Rear Adm. 
Thomas D. Davies, U.S. Navy, retired, 
former Assistant Director, U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency; 
Vice Adm. John Marshall Lee, U.S. 

Navy, retired, former Vice Director, 
NATO Military Committee; RobertS. 
McNamara, former Secretary of De
fense; and Cyrus R. Vance, former 
Secretary of States. 

I do not think there is a dove in the 
group. For those who like to oversim
plify this argument, it is an argument 
between hawks and doves, and other 
such superficial analysis. 

I quote from this letter: 
In our opinion, the adequacy of our exist

ing stockpile of chemical munitions, and the 
technical, operational and political uncer
tainties surrounding the proposed binary 
chemical weapons program thus argue 
strongly against funding binary weapons 
production at the present time. 

Madam President, let me also quote 
from Secretary of Defense Caspar 
Weinberger in a February 1, 1983, 
written response to questions from 
Senator SAM NUNN of Georgia. Secre
tary Weinberger wrote: 

For procurement of new artillery shells, 
the need is not one of redressing a clear lack 
of military capability. The quantity is in the 
range of sufficiency <at least for U.S. forces> 
and actually is higher than the planned ac
quisition quantity for the binary projectile. 

On April 29, 1983, the General Ac
counting Office report to the Con
gress, entitled "Chemical Warfare: 
Many Unanswered Questions," consid
ers these factors and concludes: 

The available data do not sustain the ar
gument that binaries offer substantial tech
nical and operational advantages over exist
ing weapons. 

The extensive hearings I held last 
year reinforce and corroborate the 
finding that our current stockpile is 
more than adequate and that the un
certainties surrounding the binary 
program are immense. 

Let us look for a moment to the 
arms control front as an issue relating 
to this weapon. I would like to refer 
my colleagues to a letter from Mr. 
Charles C. Flowerree, former head of 
the U.S. Delegation in Bilateral N ego
tiations on Chemical Weapons; and 
Mr. James F. Leonard, former Assist
ant Director, U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. 

In the work on chemical weapons now un
derway in the Committee on Disarmament 
in Geneva, the United States occupies the 
political high ground. The draft chemical 
weapons proposal tabled by the United 
States earlier this year is regarded by the 
delegations of allied and non-aligned coun
tries alike as a serious and fair approach. 

They would perceive the commencement 
of production of binaries by the U.S. as an 
escalation of the confrontation in chemical 
warfare capabilities between the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union. Such a development 
would cause a deterioration in the favorable 
atmosphere in which the U.S. negotiators 
are now operating. 

ON THE POLITICAL IPRO:NT 

We are currently facing pressures, 
because of new weapons we want to 
deploy in Europe, on the cohesion of 
the NATO Alliance which become 
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more counterproductive and unbear
able with each passing day. 

The Europeans cannot be fooled. 
They know that these weapons are in
tended primarily for deployment of 
their soil. Logistically and militarily 
they are useless if not forward de
ployed-and they know it. 

Reckless and unsound judgment, be
cause the Pentagon must have every
thing, however ludicrous, wasteful or 
in this case hideous. We are willing to 
slowly destroy the bonds of the alli
ance upon which our true security lies. 

Upping the chemical competition, 
Madam President, does not raise the 
nuclear threshold; it lowers the micle
ar threshold. Pressures for surrender 
or escalation will increase. 

Internationally, Madam President, 
the United States is the leader of mili
tary technology in the world. This 
action would signal that nerve gas is, 
in fact, a useful military instrument. 
Is that the message we want to com
municate? 

Let me also say that that message 
communicates to the terrorists and 
desperate governments unable to de
velop a nuclear capability and they 
will be most interested as well in this 
kind of weapon. 

To the members of my party, I say, 
if I were a Member of the minority, I 
would make sure that the television 
sets of America are filled with political 
advertisements showing the infra
structure of America coming apart at 
the seams, schools deteriorating, 
health clinics closing, while shiny new 
nerve gas factories glisten in the sun. 
mtimate example of skewed priorities 
in precisely what this issue is. A $130 
million down payment on a $5 billion 
to $10 billion program. 

Where are all the fiscal conserv
atives here who like to stand on this 
floor and in the political hustings and 
speak about how we are going to bal
ance the Federal budget and reduce 
Federal spending? 

Let me just remind this body that in 
the last 3 years we have, in the appro
priations process, increased all nonmil
itary programs, including entitle
ments, by 1 percent. But in that same 
period of time we have increased mili
tary spending by 18 percent. 

This is out of balance. For those who 
are concerned about the economic 
future of this country. about inflation, 
unemployment, high interest rates, 
this is the place to start taking the 
action. We have been very selective. 
All of our so-called fiscal constraints 
have been applied to the nonmilitary 
where report upon report piles upon 
us as to the waste today in military 
spending. Let us not fall from that 
Rooseveltian New Deal conundrum 
that used to equate dollars with solv
ing a problem. Dollars do not equate 
to security. This is another good ex
ample today. 

I thank the Senator from Arkansas 
for raising this issue on the floor. I am 
very glad to support his effort. 

Mr. TOWER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Madam President, it is 

easily suggested here that we can ne
gotiate a chemical ban without having 
much of an inventory of the weapons 
ourselves. Much has been made of the 
inventories we now have, which, I may 
note, have two features. 

One is the systems that are now in 
our inventory are old and deteriorat
ing and dangerous to their handlers. 

The second point is that by the end 
of this decade, everything that we now 
have in our inventory will be useless. 

I do not know where anybody in this 
Chamber got the notion that the Sovi
ets are prepared to negotiate with you 
when you have very little or nothing 
to negotiate with. 

When have the Soviets demonstrat
ed a clear willingness to give up a sub
stantial and marked advantage in a pe
culiar kind of weaponry? 

There is no affirmative answer to 
that question. They have not. 

Let us look at the Soviets• record. 
Let me ask my colleagues who advo

cate this, since we unilaterally ceased 
the production of chemical weapons in 
this country, has there been a corre
sponding restraint by the Soviet 
Union? Can anyone on that side 
answer me in the affirmative? Maybe 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas can answer that question. 

Since we unilaterally discontinued 
the production of chemical weapons, 
have the Soviets acted with similar re
straint? 

Mr. PRYOR. I would like to respond 
to the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee by saying that no one 
today, according to the General Ac
counting Office, according to every 
source I have been able to find, no one 
today can speak with any degree of 
truth or veracity about what the Sovi
ets are producing in chemical warfare 
or about how they are utilizing it. We 
do not know that answer today. 

I think the Senator is really basical
ly raising an issue that may be even 
somewhat moot because we do not 
know the answer. I do not know it. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator be
lieve, or I suppose he believes, that the 
Soviets have themselves not been en
gaged in the production of chemical 
weapons in the period of time that we 
have not been engaged in. 

Mr. PRYOR. I would answer the 
Senator from Texas by saying let us 
assume that right now they are 
making chemical weapons to beat the 
band, having a good time, turning out 
nerve gas. Maybe they have something 
similar to our Big Eye bomb but I bet 
it works. I bet they will not produce it 
until it does work. I bet they do not 
risk their pilots and $15 million planes 

carrying a Big Eye bomb that has only 
been twice tested. 

Mr. TOWER. The Big Eye is not the 
issue here. 

Mr. PRYOR. The Senator Just con
ceded that the Big Eye bomb is a seri
ous issue. This amount of $82 million 
is to produce the Big Eye bomb, not to 
study it. That is very much the subject 
of our debate this afternoon. I am 
trying to restrict the production of 
funds for the Big Eye bomb because 
that bomb has questions, that bomb 
has flaws. It has been researched for 
19 years. Any time you research a 
bomb for 19 years and it still does not 
work, I say to the distinguished Sena
tor from Texas, there is something 
wrong with that bomb. 

Let us assume the Soviets are pro
ducing chemical warfare weapons. I 
would say this, that our present stock
pile, as evidenced by information, by a 
letter from Secretary Weinberger to 
our colleague Senator NUNN in Febru
ary of this year, indicates to me with
out any problem whatsoever or any 
reservation on my part, that our 
supply of !55-millimeter shells has not 
deteriorated to the extent that it Jeop
ar<lizes our country and, further, the 
Weinberger statement indicates to this 
Senator from Arkansas that our 
supply of !55-millimeter shells is ade
quate for the time being. 

So let us assume the Soviets are 
making all these chemical warfare 
agents over there. I say we have an 
adequate supply. It is deliverable. The 
GAO has indicated in several reports 
in the last 5 years that our supply is 
adequate. 

I would just say to the distinguished 
Senator from Texas that we could 
produce all the chemical weapons for 
warfare we want to, but it is still not 
going to improve our defense posture 
and, two, it will not provide one iota of 
additional bargaining chips in dealing 
with the Soviets. 

Mr. TOWER. May I say, Madam 
President, that our negotiators believe 
to the contrary. I have already read a 
statement by Ambassador Field who is 
here and available to talk to Senators 
who want to talk to him. 

Our negotiators feel that what we 
are doing here if we act favorable on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas is to seriously undermine our 
negotiating capability. 

Relative to Big Eye, by the way, we 
have had two successful flight tests re
cently. 

But let us look at other aspects of 
this. If we have a superior capability, 
one that poses less danger to the han
dlers, poses less danger in storage in 
the binary system, why not replace on 
a 1-for-1 basis these old weapons that 
are dangerous, of questionable safety, 
with these newer and more safe sys
tems? 



July 13, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 18955 
Madam President, let me take note 

of some aspects of this issue. We 
cannot Just talk in terms of numbers 
of systems we possess. Let us look at 
the following issues. 

Safety. The newest unitary round is 
over 16 years of age. There have been 
no test firings of this round since 1969. 
There is no guarantee that the rounds 
will function properly. 

Incorrect mixing agent type. It has 
been determined that nonpersistent 
agents are necessary on the mobile 
modem battlefield. Less than one-half 
of the current unitary rounds are of 
the nonpersistent variety. The 155-mil
lim.eter binary rounds will all be non
persistent agents. The current stock
pile of nonpersistent agents is insuffi
cient for U.S. use. 

Deterioration of agent strength. The 
blue ribbon panel established by the 
office of the Secretary of Defense has 
confirmed that there is serious dete
rioration of the strength of the agent 
contained in our unitary rounds. The 
panel's best estimate is that by 1990, 
the strength of the agent within our 
unitary rounds will have deteriorated 
to 50 percent. The panel, however, 
cannot guarantee against the possibili
ty of catastrophic deterioration ren
dering our stockpile virtually useless. 
At present, our binary rounds have de
teriorated to the point of only SO-per
cent strength. 

Further, and finally, operational 
safety and range. The unitary agent is 
subject to release in a battlefield envi
ronment due to enemy fire. Binary 
rounds, however, do not present this 
danger. The range of our current uni
tary rounds is only 18 kilometers. The 
range of the new binary rounds will be 
22 kilometers. 

So, Madam President, what the pro
posers of this amendment are seeking 
to do is prevent us from incorporating 
more safety in our chemical warfare 
capability, a capability that, in my 
view, we must have as a deterrent, for 
the same reason that we have any 
other kind of weapons systems-for 
deterrent purposes, not because we 
want to engage in first use. We talk 
about first use of any weapon. What 
we ought to talk about is first use of 
any weapon. I trust it will always be 
the policy of the United States not to 
initiate a war in the first place. That is 
the first thing because, in the heat of 
battle, one is tempted to use almost 
anything in his arsenal. The impor
tant thing is to not start the war in 
the first place. That is what we are 
trying to avoid: Do not fire the first 
shot. 

If there is any aspect of our military 
capability that is so weak that it 
tempts attack against us, then obvi
ously our deterrent is inadequate and 
we enhance the possibility that some
one might launch a war against us 
with the notion that it is indeed a win
nable war. In my view, nothing could 

be more calculated to enhance the 
prospect that American soldiers would 
die in a chemical warfare environment 
than the adoption of the amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas. There 
will be no incentive on the part of the 
Soviets to negotiate if we do not have 
a modem chemical warfare capability. 

May I further say that I do not 
think that anybody in this body has 
had experience negotiating with the 
Soviets, with the possible exception of 
my distinguished colleague on the 
Armed Services Committee <Mr. 
WARNER), who was engaged in negotia
tions with them back in his days as 
Secretary of the Navy. But I have 
looked over the shoulders of negotia
tors who have negotiated with the So
viets. I have talked to Soviet negotia
tors. I remember a chilling thing said 
to me at Geneva one time when I was 
engaged in conversation with Alek
sandr Shchukin, who was the scientif
ic adviser of Semyenov, the Soviet ne
gotiator on SALT II. 

I said to him, "Dr. Shchukin, we 
have unilaterally given up the B-1 
bomber. What will you do in re
sponse?" 

He said to me, "Senator, I am nei
ther a pacifist nor a philanthropist." 

I think that is revealing of the men
tality of the Soviet negotiators. I be
lieve Ambassador Field is right, and he 
is out there on the cutting edge, when 
he says: 

They have modernized their chemical 
warfare capability whereas we have not pro
duced such weapons since 1969. In these cir
cumstances, there seems to be little incen
tive for the Soviets to negotiate away a clear 
preponderant advantage, particularly if 
they are confused as to our commitment to 
maintain a viable deterrent capability. 
There is, to be sure, evidence of Soviet ap
prehension over the binary weapons. 

It is that apprehension that will 
make them willing to negotiate should 
we demonstrate a willingness to 
produce it if necessary. 

Let me quote another letter received 
by me from the Secretary of State, 
Mr. Shultz. He says: 

As long as the Soviets are assured that the 
United States will do nothing to improve or 
even maintain its chemical weapons deter
rent capability, they will have little incen
tive to conclude a verifiable ban. 

That is from the people who are out 
on the cutting edge of the negotiating 
process. 

We have heard, too-l do not have a 
direct quotation, but I have heard on 
several occasions similar statements 
made by Vice President BusH, who 
tabled a proposal before the Disarma
ment Commission in Geneva back in 
February. 

This, by the way, cannot be consid
ered just a bilateral matter, because 
the Soviets have not observed nonpro
liferation as far as chemical weapons 
are concerned, because we know the 
Vietnamese use them against the Cam
bodians and Laotians. Of course, we 

know that other Western nations, 
whether they actually have chemical 
weapons or not, can certainly bulld 
them because the technology is not all 
that complicated. Therefore, I think 
we can assume that if we are going to 
have a viable chemical warfare ban, we 
are going to have to negotiate on a 
multilateral basis. Obviously, the 
prime players are the Soviet Union, 
but I see little likelihood, I do not be
lieve anyone who properly under
stands the Soviets believes that they 
are going to give up an advantage over 
us as long as they think we will do 
nothing. 

Oh, they might make a gesture, 
must say we will reduce our stockpile 
by a certain amount. But as to verifi
cation, do you think they will permit 
adequate verification? No, they will 
not. In the proposal that they tabled 
in Geneva, they suggested that they 
have a veto over any right of inspec
tion. So they do not really mean to 
accept anything in the way of real ver
ification. 

Here is what the Soviets actually 
say: 

The state party to which such a request is 
sent may treat the request favorably to 
decide otherwise. 

That is what they say. This clearly 
shows that Soviet lack of political will 
to move on onsite inspection, which is, 
I think everyone will agree, essential 
to a meaningful verification system. 

So there is the picture, Madam 
President. I hope we will not place 
ourselves at a negotiating disadvan
tage and place our troops out on the 
central front in jeopardy of, if they 
ever have to fight, being subjected to 
these terrible weapons, which we all 
agree are terrible. I do not think there 
is any disagreement on that, they are 
probably more terrible than either the 
Senator from Arkansas or I might re
alize. I certainly know I have never 
even witnessed chemical war or seen 
many people who are victims of it 
except a few old soldiers from World 
War I. It is terrible, we all agree. 

Any kind of warfare is terrible. War 
is a detestable means for men and na
tions to resolve their differences, but 
we have to understand the real world 
we live in, the threat that is posed 
against us by a country that has dem
onstrated greater willingness to 
engage in military aggression to the 
United States. We must be prepared to 
confront that threat with whatever 
spectrum of weapons is necessary to 
defend ourselves. 

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Madam President, I 
shall be very brief. I want to associate 
myself with the remarks of the distin
guished chairman of the committee. 
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What we are really trying to do, 

Madam President, is to find ways and 
means to get the Russians to the con
ference table. Negotiations have gone 
on for years. There has been no will
ingness on their part, knowing the 
state of our stockpile, to engage in 
meaningful negotiations. The problem 
of the pending amendment is no dif
ferent than the problem we have in 
trying to get the Soviets to negotiate 
in a meaningful way to eliminate an
other catastrophic weapon, the inter
continental ballistic missile systems. 

Madam President, I am convinced, if 
history is any guide, that the Soviets 
are not going to respond if they have 
modem chemical weapons in abun
dance and we do not. This is exactly 
what has been going on as demonstrat
ed by their unwillingness to negotiate. 

May I again remind the Senate that 
in World War II Hitler's general staff 
for a while considered the use of gas 
and other chemical agents, but when 
they were made aware that the Allies 
had adequate means of retaliation it 
was never attempted. Again, the word 
is deterrence. I think commonsense 
tells us that we ought to avoid, as I 
want to do and as every Member of 
this body wants to do, the possible use 
of these catastrophic weapons. In the 
case that we now have before us, I 
cannot think of a nastier weapon, a 
weapon that comes as close to a geno
cide weapon as anyone can imagine. 
We know how difficult it has been to 
try to police the Geneva agreement 
outlawing biological warfare with re
ports of the use of such weapons turn
ing up here and there. We have had 
evidence of violations of the Geneva 
Treaty. 

Madam President, I believe that if 
we are going to get any kind of move
ment at the conference table, we have 
to take the step proposed by the 
Armed Services Committee. I hope 
that the amendment will be rejected 
in the interests of obtaining a treaty 
and to provide the wherewithal to our 
negotiators so that their Russian 
counterparts will be willing to sit down 
with the goal the abolishment of the 
systems that we all deem to be the ul
timate in evil. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
yield the floor to the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. DENTON. I deeply respect the 
intentions of the Senator from Arkan
sas with his amendment. I do ask his 
indulgence in hearing my reasons for 
disagreeing with it. I am sure that the 
letter from Secretary Weinberger, to 
which the Senator has referred, is not 
inconsistent with the rebuttal offered 
by the chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee to the implications 
drawn by the Senator from Arkansas 
when he quoted Secretary Weinberger 

as saying, "Yes, numerical sufficiency 
is not the issue." 

The issues are an incorrect mix of 
agent type, the deterioration of agent 
strength, the operational safety and 
range, factors which introduce the 
consideration to which I ask the Sena
tor from Arkansas to please listen. 

I have been to Fort McClellan and 
heard the Army plea for moderniza
tion of our chemical weaponry. They 
say that if we do not do this, the Sovi
ets will be able to walk to the Atlantic 
because in part of the superiority of 
their chemical weapons. They could do 
that, say 5 years from now when ours 
have become obsolete. Or they might 
be able to do it now because of the in
feriority because the discrepancy in 
ranges which means that the Soviets 
employing chemical weapons can stay 
beyond our range. Our troops will 
have to get into suits, put on masks. 
Some of them will die of heat prostra
tion, if this is in the summertime, and 
they will be so encumbered in terms of 
operational capability and logistical 
motion, movement, that we will be at a 
fatal disadvantage to the Soviets. 

Therefore, all we are asking is, one, 
that our Army be permitted to survive 
by having the same capability as the 
Soviets, and, two, that we help moti
vate the Soviets to negotiate on the 
only basis that I can assure you they 
will negotiate on; namely, they have 
something to gain or something they 
do not want to lose. 

I assure the gentleman, the Senator 
from Arkansas, whom I respect and 
love, that his heart and mind may not 
be capable, as good as they are, of un
derstanding the degree of cruelty 
which is in Soviet planning. We know 
what they say they plan to do with 
their chemical warfare. I could read it. 
But I can assure the Senator that the 
Soviets are willing to hurt you so 
much you would not believe it. They 
are not humane. 

I negotiated with them when I was 
in prison. After mistreating us, some 
for as much as 8 years, they finally 
tried to fatten us up to present us to 
the American public. It took them 3 
years to try that. The only way we 
could get concessions from them was 
to refuse to eat, to fast even when we 
were relatively starving, so that we 
would not get fattened up the way 
they wanted us to. Then they would 
concede that we could say a prayer in 
a cell, or they would concede that we 
might get outside 5 minutes a day to 
get some sun. That is the only kind of 
negotiating behavior they respond to. 

The gentlemen who support the pro
visions in the bill are intelligently and 
humanely requesting that you permit 
us to come up with the wherewithal 
that could cause the Soviets either not 
to continue to produce their chemical 
weapons or not to use them on the 
battlefield. We do not now have ade-

quate means by which to insure either 
of those things. 

Mr. President, after those remarks 
in response to the Senator from Ar
kansas, I tum to a statement I pre
pared in an effort to contribute to this 
debate. 

Mr. President, I am deeply con
cerned about the growing Soviet 
chemical warfare threat and our inad
equate capacity to respond to it. With
out question, the Soviet Union has the 
best equipped and trained forces in 
the world for conducting sustained 
chemical warfare, and doing so as an 
integral part of overall military oper
ations. 

It is abundantly clear from its pub
licly stated doctrine that the Soviet 
Union considers chemical weapons to 
be a powerful means of influencing 
the outcome of battle. Soviet military 
commanders assign complementary 
roles to conventional, chemical, and 
nuclear weapons. Massive use of chem
ical agents, integrated with conven
tional weapons and delivered in depth 
on the battlefield by a variety of 
means, is incorporated into authorita
tive publications on Soviet military 
doctrine as the means to achieve 
major penetrations, exploit success, 
and destroy the sustainability of 
NATO forces. The doctrine incorpo
rates the use of chemical weapons 
whether or not nuclear weapons are 
used. 

Soviet doctrine plans for the use of 
chemicals throughout the battle area: 
Against maneuver forces, nuclear de
livery systems, airfields, and ports, and 
major logistics storage sites. Our intel
ligence shows clearly that Soviet doc
trine is supported by the superior 
Soviet chemical arsenal with weapons 
systems that can deliver chemical war
heads throughout the battlefield, both 
at the frontlines and deep in the rear, 
with rockets, missiles, mortar shells, 
artillery projectiles, and aerial bombs. 

The Soviet arsenal includes multiple 
agents, both lethal, and incapaci
tating: Nerve gas, blister agents, blood 
gas, harassing agents, and relatively 
new toxins, incapacitants, and lethal 
agents being used in Afghanistan and 
Southeast Asia. The Soviets have the 
existing capacity to produce those 
agents in very large quantities. The 
Soviet chemical industry as a whole 
has undergone an approximately 
eightfold increase in the value of 
output from 1960 to 1980, while the 
rest of Soviet industry has grown only 
fourfold in total output. In 1981, the 
Soviet Union imported some $400 mil
lion worth of chemical machinery, 
mostly from the West. 

The Soviet Union has stockpiled 
chemical agents in large quantities. Al
though the size of the stockpile is not 
precisely quantifiable, it is known to 
be extensive and deployed in forward 
regions in Europe and Asia. Chemical 



July 13, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 18957 
weapons are immediately available to 
Soviet commanders at all levels. 

Since 1969, the Soviets have contin
ued to update their chemical arsenal, 
and they have started using it in Asia. 
It has been estimated that the Soviet 
Union has an advantage of 5 to 1 in 
chemical warfare delivery systems, at 
least a 4 to 1 advantage in chemical 
munitions, and a 12 to 1 advantage in 
chemical personnel in peace time, with 
a potential for a 20 to 1 or greater ad
vantage in war. 

In contrast to the massive Soviet 
effort, the United States has not pro
duced any chemical agents or muni
tions since 1969. We have an inad
equate stockpile that is aging and be
coming obsolete as new delivery sys
tems are brought into the inventory 
and old delivery systems are retired. 
The Soviet commanders have the ca
pability to deliver chemical munitions 
to any point in a military theater, 
while we now can engage their troops 
effectively only out to 18 kilometers, 
and even that capability is limited. 

Against those odds, it is nonsense to 
believe that we can prevent or deter 
the Soviets from using chemicals 
unless we develop a capability that 
could eliminate the significant advan
tage they would gain from using them. 
The Soviet use of chemical munitions 
in accordance with their public doc
trine holds out the spectre, for exam
ple, of an ability to conduct a rapid 
and low-cost invasion and conquest of 
Western Europe in a matter of days. 
Our forces, and other NATO forces, 
are simply not in a position to deter or 
to counter Soviet battlefield use of 
chemical weapons. 

After years of setting aside the diffi
cult issue of our capacity to deter 
Soviet chemical warfare, it is time for 
us to come to grips with the threat 
and with the problem of countering it. 
We can no longer stand by and watch, 
in effect unilaterally disarming by our 
failure to act. We must decide now to 
restore our capability to enhance the 
national policy of deterrence and to 
reduce the potential of a chemical 
war. The consequences of failing to do 
that will be a period of rapidly rising 
risk, diminished flexibility of response, 
and lowering of the threshold for the 
first use of nuclear weapons in re
sponse to a chemical assault that we 
can neither resist nor counter by our 
own chemical warfare capability. 

Any further deterioration of the 
U.S. capability further mortgages the 
survivability of our forces and the 
lives of our fighting men. This is one 
debt that we have refinanced too 
often. We must act in the interest of 
our men and women in uniform who 
face the Soviet threat. If we do not im
prove our readiness, we will invite 
chemical warfare against us and we 
will risk a decisive defeat. 

Mr. President, a recent article in 
Parade magazine has described the 

problem in graphic and persuasive 
terms for the people of the United 
States. Our constituents are justifiably 
concerned by the picture that article 
conveys, and indeed they may under
stand the situation more clearly than 
do many in Congress. I commend the 
article to my colleagues, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in full in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
committee provisions for the first 
steps in modernizing our chemical ar
senal. They are reasonable, carefully 
formulated, and in the best interest of 
our service personnel, of the security 
of our allies and ourselves. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Parade magazine, June 26, 19831 
How THE SoVIETs USE CHDI:ICALS To WAGE 

WAR 
CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS ARE COMPLEX AND EX

PENSIVE-POISONS ARE CHEAP-AND THEY 
HAVE THE KILLING POWER OF NUCLEAR WEAP
ONS WITHOUT AT'l'RAC'l'ING SO MUCH ATTEN-
TION 

<By Al Santoll> 
The Phu Bia Mountains of Laos are green

est in November. The long winter monsoon 
rains have ended and wildflowers are abun
dant in the rugged foothills. Lee Mai, a 25-
year-old schoolteacher in the village of 
Moung Hong, was walking in a neighbor's 
field when he saw the helicopters come 
again. 

He watched in horror as the metal birds 
circled above the community of 300 wooden 
and grass thatch houses. Startled parents 
tried to grab their screaming children and 
run for cover as exploding clouds of red 
smoke and a musty yellow rain descended 
from the sky. Those covered by the wet, 
sticky substance began spinning wildly in 
uncontrollable seizures, gasping for breath, 
blood spouting from their noses and mouths 
as they died. 

Two years later, November 1982, across 
the Phu Bia range in the village of Nong 
Ching, 13-year-old Mai Lor was on harvest 
vacation from school. Early in the morning, 
as she was walking to begin work in her fa
ther's rice field, she saw an airplane spray 
the mysterious yellow substance. After cau
tiously waiting a few hours. Mai entered the 
field. She became dizzy and nauseous; her 
skin turned itchy and began to blister. For a 
week after the attack. Mal's entire family 
was bedridden with fever, nausea, diarrhea 
and burning eyes. Neighbors who had been 
directly sprayed died a violent death, blood 
pouring from every opening in their bodies. 

The Lor family learned that neighbor
hood villages, inhabited by Hmong tribes
people-many of whom had been America's 
allies in the war against the Vietnamese in
vaders and their Pathet Lao surrogates
had experienced "yellow rain" attacks in 
recent months, suffering many deaths. In 
January 1983, the Lor family tearfully made 
their last visit to the Nong Ching communi
ty church and joined their neighbors in a 
dangerous two-week walk to seek refuge 
across the Mekong River in Thailand. 

In 1975, the Hmong population numbered 
400,000 out of a total population of 3 million 
Loatians. Today, it is estimated at less than 
75,000. Most have been killed or driven out 
by starvation or lethal chemical attacks. Dr. 

Khamsenkeo Sengstith, former bureau di
rector of the Laotian Communlst8' m1nJstry 
of health, defected to Peking in 1981. He 
states: "The Vietnamese use chemical weap
ons in the air and on the ground, kl1l.1ng 
thousands upon thousands of people." 

American and Thai intelligence have mon
itored Soviet radio transmissions inside Laos 
regarding shipments of chemical weapons to 
the Phu Bia region and a Soviet general in
specting chemical munitions depots. The La
otian Air Force is run by 500 Soviet advisers. 
A Laotian pilot who defected in 1979 gave a 
detailed description of the chemical warfare 
missions he flew and the overall Soviet-Viet
namese program being waged against the 
Hmong. His accounts were verified by previ
ous civilian refuge and resistance-fighter 
testimonies and satellite photographs. The 
pilot said this program is named "Extinct 
Destruction Operations" and is intended "to 
wipe out the Hmong people." 

In 1963, reports of chemical-biological 
warfare <CBW> came out of Yemen. Since 
then, they have come from remote moun
tain regions in Laos, Cambodia, Vietnam 
and Afghanistan. Thousands of terrified 
homeless people have told the same story 
and have shown the same horrifying medi
cal symptoms. Soviet military manuals ex
plain the operational use of these weapons. 
Soviet bloc defectors testify to their use. 
Physicians document and treat countless 
victims. Yet world governing and scientific 
tribunals remain paralyzed and refuse to ac
knowledge the use of these weapons because 
they fear a new chemical arms race and are 
intimidated by the implications of underly
ing Soviet intentions. 

Dr. B. A. Zlkria, professor of surgery at 
Columbia University College of Physicians 
and Surgeons and a pulmonary specialist, 
has worked inside Afghanistan, caring for 
Mujahidin resistance fighters and civilians. 
In Baluchistan, he found a large number of 
people suffering from a mysterious variety 
of symptoms including chronic nosebleeds, 
nausea, shortness of breath, nervous trem
ors and skin lesions. All the victims de
scribed being attacked by black or yellow 
smoke from Soviet aircraft. 

Some doctors found that the victims' skin 
problems only responded to medicine used 
for chemical burns. After examining numer
ous patients with breathing difficulty and 
black spots around their lungs, which ruled 
out tuberculosis, Dr. Zikria discovered that 
in medical history this problem has only 
been seen in chemical warfare victims. Re
turning to the U.S., Dr. Zikria studied re
ports from Laos and Cambodia and found 
almost identical symptoms in reported 
chemical warfare victims there. 

Today, in New York, Dr. Zikria says: 
"Though there are debates over what is 
causing the problem, from the clinical 
standpoint the evidence is overwhelming 
that chemical warfare is happening: The 
effect of the agent on the victim is more im
portant than its identification. As with 
cancer, we don't know exactly what causes 
it, but we can diagnose it by its effects-poi
soning is a medical and clinical problem. 
The physician's reality is that thousands of 
people are suffering and dying, telling the 
same stories and showing the same signs." 

Military specialists and government scien
tists in the U.S., Canada, Great Britain. 
France, West Germany, Norway, Thailand, 
Israel and New Zealand have confirmed the 
current Soviet use of chemical warfare. Yet, 
at the United Nations, the Soviets and their 
surrogate governments in the countries 
where it is being used veto any attempts for 
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on-site investigations. At a recent press con
ference in Bangkok, French Foreign Minis
ter Claude Cheysson said his country was 
convinced that chemical weapons were 
being used in Asia. 

Recently in Paris, PARADE spoke with a 
top French military scientist and a govern
ment chemical-warfare expert. These au
thorities said that though they have identi
fied toxic weapons substances in field sam
ples from Southeast Asia and Afghanistan, 
they still have not developed the adequate 
high technology to do a complete indentifi
cation of all the toxins involved. They feel 
that we have only seen the tip of the ice
berg of the Soviet CBW arsenal and are con
cerned that the French Army could be 
caught in a surprise attack. 

The United States signed an international 
treaty with the Soviets in 1972, banning all 
such weapons. However, that treaty had no 
provisions for verification, and the Soviets 
have continued to produce up to 10,000 tons 
a year of nerve gas and toxic weapons. Mili
tary experts estimate that the Soviets' cur
rent arms stockpile contains 400,000 to 
700,000 tons of poisons-15 to 40 percent of 
their total ammunition holdings. 

In a Soviet military publication, Col. Oleg 
Penkovskiy wrote: "Soviet artillery units are 
all regularly equipped with chemical war
fare shells, and our artillery is regularly 
trained in their use. Let there be no doubt if 
hostilities should erupt, the Soviet Army 
would use chemical weapons against its op
ponents. The political decision has been 
made, and our strategic planners have devel
oped a doctrine . . . Chemical shells and 
missiles may be considered just ordinary 
weapons available to the military command
ers to be used routinely when the situation 
calls for it." 

In 1977, Soviet bloc chemical-biological ca
pabilities <standard for all Soviet bloc 
armies> were documented in the East 
German Textbook of Military Chemistry: 

"Toxins are agents which are produced by 
biological organisms such as micro-orga
nisms, plants and animals and cannot them
selves reproduce. By the middle of 1960, the 
toxins selected for military purposes were 
included among biological warfare agents. 
Today it is possible to produce various 
toxins synthetically. 

"Toxins are not living substances; they 
thus differ from the biological organisms, so 
that they can be included among chemical 
warfare agents. When they are used in 
combat, the atmosphere can be contaminat
ed over relatively large areas. 

"The toxic warfare agents can be aerosol
ized. They can be used primarily in micro
bombs which are launched from the air or 
in warheads of tactical rockets. Toxic war
fare agents can be applied with aircraft 
spray equipment and similar dispersion sys
tems." 

This account accurately confirms what 
terrified tribespeople and farmers in the 
Near East and Asia have been trying to tell 
a disbelieving West. These events in far-off 
places may seem remote to many Ameri
cans, but a comparison of Soviet-U.S. capa
bilities in chemical-biological weaponry re
veals some frightening facts and figures: 

The Defense Department estimates the 
Soviets outnumber us in chemical munitions 
by up to a 10 to 1 ratio; in delivery systems 
by 5 to 1; in production by 14 to 1; and in de
contamination vehicles by 10 to 1. Experts 
estimate 72 percent of U.S. chemical stocks 
are of doubtful military value because of de
terioration. 

Soviet chemical warfare troops number up 
to 100,000, compared to 6,000 in the U.S. 

Soviet troops and chemical specialists have 
battlefield experience in Afghanistan and 
Southeast Asia and have used this to devel
op tactical integration of toxic warfare. 
NATO commanders doubt our capability to 
deter a chemical attack. While Soviet armor 
is sealed against chemical penetration, U.S. 
armor is woefully unprotected. 

A massive Soviet surprise attack on NATO 
could render our forces defenseless. The So
viets have the ability to spread chemical 
agents over a large area by a number of 
means. Their FROG and SCUD missiles, 
similar to our Pershings, all have chemical 
capabilities. The U.S. Navy now feels our 
battleships are vulnerable to Soviet cruise 
missiles tipped with chemical warheads. 

Small chemical rockets are now used on 
Soviet helicopters, jets and biplanes <crop 
dusters). A single 200-pound toxic bomb can 
cover half a square kilometer with nerve 
gas. MiG 27 aircraft, the kind employed in 
Cuba, can deploy four tanks of nerve gas, 
each tank capable of covering four square 
kilometers. Satellite photos and intelligence 
assets have documented the existence of a 
large military chemical depot and training 
field in Cuba, where Soviet advisers train 
Cuban troops in chemical-biological warfare 
exercises. 

Some Soviet toxins derived from fungi are 
impossible to detect by current U.S. gas 
alarms, and their minuscule particles could 
penetrate existing gas mask filters. 

Though the new generation of Soviet 
toxins has been grouped under the term 
"yellow rain," a wide variety of toxic smoke 
colors are being used. Each causes varying 
effects, ranging from incapacitation, stupor 
and nausea to choking, neurologic fits and 
massive hemorrhage, causing quick death. 

Guerrilla fighters in Afghanistan have ex
perienced fatality rates of up to 70 percent, 
and large civilian populations have experi
enced rates of nearly 100 percent. Chemical 
experts believe that known chemicals like 
mustard gas, phosgene and sarin are being 
use, as well as new forms of toxins. 

In June 1980, Dutch journalist Berod De
Bruin DeBruin filmed two Soviet chemical 
helicopter attacks in Jalalabad, Afghani
stan. The helicopters circled a village like a 
carousel, dropping cannisters and shooting 
rockets that produced a lethal yellow 
smoke. A few hours later, DeBruin entered 
the village and photographed a corpse that 
had turned blueblack from extensive inter
nal hemorrhaging <all blood vessels in the 
body had burst> due to chemical exposure. 
DeBruin suffered from blisters, facial swell
ing, nausea, diarrhea and cramps for 10 days 
following the attack and still has skin le
sions. DeBruin has photographed chemical 
shells with Soviet nomenclature. These 
shells and helicopter delivery systems 
match reports made by Cambodians since 
1978. 

Afghan resistance units have captured 
and photographed a number of Soviet 
chemical protection suits, antidote kits and 
gas masks contaminated with T-2 mycotox
in residue <not indigenous to the region>. 
Soviet prisoners and defectors have con
firmed the use of at least nine different 
types of chemical weapons, including the 
deadly sarin, phosgene and soman. One 
young soldier, Anatoly Sakharov, described 
an agent called "smirch," which has 100 per
cent mortality. His description matches re
ports from DeBruin, doctors in Afghanistan 
and Hmong refugees from Laos who de
scribed these effects to PARADE. 

Yuriy Povarnitsyn, a Soviet military 
chemical specialist, reported performing au-

topsies on Afghan villagers and taking soil 
samples after attacks. His account corre
sponds to stories coming out of Laos regard
ing the Vietnamese. In 1974, a Cuban 
emigre baffled U.S analysts with descrip
tions of similar chemical warfare systems 
being taught in Cuba. He described a chemi
cal land mine that validated a report by a 
Soviet defector in the 1960s. Similar reports 
recently have come out of Cambodia. After 
reading these descriptions, a Chinese offi
cial in Peking told a U.S. chemical expert, 
"We read your report with great fascination 
because we ran into the same mines on the 
Vietnam border." In 1980, the Vietnam's 
People's Army chemical warfare branch re
ceived the government's highest award, the 
Ho Chi Minh Medal. 

In Cuba, Soviet instructors described the 
effects of the chemical mines as being "radi
ation-like"-which describes the effects of 
mycotoxins, once used in experiments by 
cancer researchers as an alternative to 
chemotherapy. 

Sterling Seagrave, author of the book 
"Yellow Rain", says: "Why are the Soviets 
using poisons? In a nuclear stalemate, only 
conventional weapons can be used in region
al wars. Conventional weapons have become 
so complex and expensive-a new weapons 
system can bankrupt a national economy. 
Poisons, on the other hand, are cheap. And 
they have the killing power of nuclear 
weapons, without attracting so much atten
tion. 

There's no big bang and there's no mush
room cloud. But all the people can be elimi
nated silently, as they have been in parts of 
Afghanistan. The new poisons are so bizarre 
and evaporate so rapidly that they make 
proof extremely difficult to obtain. But any 
serious study of Soviet military doctrine 
demonstrates that not only is CBW defen
sive gear a routine part of Soviet operations, 
so is CBW aggressive gear. 

"In Afghanistan, for instance, Soviet heli
copter gunships equipped with lethal chemi
cal agents now perform routine duties like 
convoy security, which used to involve 
ground troops. This is only one of numerous 
examples that show the growing depend
ence on toxic weapons. And poison tactics 
and poison stategy have taken much of the 
role previously attached to tactical nuclear 
weapons in Soviet doctrine." 

Dr. Bernard Wagner, professor of medical 
pathology at Columbia University, who just 
returned from a fact-finding visit to South
east Asia, says with great concern: 

"The threat of limited, controlled biologi
cal warfare is, at least for me, on a scale 
with nuclear war. With toxins having both 
acute and delayed effects, an aggressor can 
achieve his ends without the problems 
posed by a nuclear blast. Besides, toxins can 
be delivered in an insidious, almost undetec
table manner. 

"The current outcry against nuclear weap
ons must also extend to chemical biological 
warfare. Our government, along with all 
other nations, must find a way to pressure 
the Soviet Union and its clients into halting 
this activity. Until then, prudence dictates 
that we formulate policies to safeguard pop
ulations at risk." 

Today, while the urgent reality of chemi
cal warfare is obscured in endless political 
and academic debate, thousands of defense
less men, women and children continue to 
suffer. On March 25, 1983, at Ban Vinal ref
ugee camp on the Mekong River in Thai
land, Parade spoke with Tou Xiong, a 25-
year-old Hmong resistance fighter. Tou has 
risked his life on numerous occasions to 
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guide members of desperate families across 
the Laotian mountains in frantic escape 
from Vietnamese-Soviet "extinct destruc
tion" campaigns. With the quiet intensity of 
one who has walked with death, he said: 

"It is difficult for people to live in Laos be
cause of the poison gas. Thousands and 
thousands of Hmong people have died. It 
took my group of 100 people one month to 
walk to Thailand. We had to pass through 
many patrols of Vietnamese and Pathet Lao 
soldiers. By the time we crossed the Mekong 
River, 75 people-including many babies and 
children-had died by starving, drowning or 
shooting. 

"My people asked me to come to Thailand 
to ask the Americans if you have any medi
cine to take care of the poison gas today. If 
the Communists keep using this gas on the 
fields, the forests, the water and the vil
lages, the Hmong Lao people will no longer 
have any life left." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, just 
a brief response to the Senator from 
Alabama and then I would like to yield 
to my colleague, the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Madam President, the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama has raised 
what I think is the key issue in this 
debate. I think he has put his finger 
on it. What we are really talking about 
this afternoon in the Senate is: Do we 
as a country have the capability of 
waging chemical warfare? That answer 
in this Senator's mind is yes, and I 
think in the mind of the Secretary of 
Defense, whose very words are on this 
board behind the back row in the 
Senate Chamber, in response to a 
question by Senator NUNN of Georgia, 
and I think, too, the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee when he discussed a few mo
ments ago a blue ribbon panel report. 
I do not know if we are talking about 
the same blue ribbon panel or not, but 
from the seven summary items in that 
report I would read No. 1 and No. 2. 
This is the report given by the blue 
ribbon panel on chemical !55-millime
ter artillery shells appointed by Secre
tary Weinberger, and Dr. Gold of the 
Pentagon, who deals in this program. 
Let us see what this blue ribbon com
mission said about our present stock
pile or our capability of waging a 
chemical war. 

First, metal deterioration does not 
appear to be a serious problem for !55-
millimeter 8-inch shells. 

There is no problem of deterioration 
there. 

Second, I say to the distinguished 
chairman and my friend from Ala
bama and my colleagues, is the key 
point of this blue ribbon panel's 
report-military utility of !55-millime
ter 8-inch munitions in stockpile has 
not been seriously degraded to date. 

So I take the words of the Secretary 
of Defense. I take the words of a blue 
ribbon commission, a panel that he 
and his friends in the Pentagon aP
pointed. and I bring these facts to the 

attention of my colleagues, and I 
think they speak for themselves. 

The answer, once again, is, yes, we 
have the capability to wage a chemical 
war, and we have the capability to do 
it anywhere in the world 

At this time, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KENNEDY). 

<Mr. QUAYLE assumed the chair.> 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

welcome the opportunity to join the 
Senator from Arkansas, who, in recent 
years, in the course of debates on de
fense authorization and appropriation 
bills, has made what I think is an 
enormously compelling arguEnent 
against renewing production of chemi
cal weapons. 

Mr. President, I stand in support of 
his proposal to prohibit the produc
tion of lethal chemical binary weapons 
and to call on the President to intensi
fy efforts to achieve a mutual, verifia
ble agreement with the Soviet Union 
to ban the production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons. I am an original 
cosponsor of this amendment and I 
urge the Senate to adopt it. 

President Reagan and congressional 
supporters of chemical weapons have 
argued that the United States needs 
an expanded offensive chemical war
fare capability to counter extensive 
Soviet chemical war-fighting capabili
ties. But the United States already 
stockpiles approximately 200,000 tons 
of chemical munitions, including !55-
millimeter artillery shells, which can 
be used to adequately respond to any 
Soviet first use of chemical weapons. 
Even the Secretary of Defense admit
ted in written testimony before the 
Armed Services Committee this Febru
ary that when it comes to "procure
ment of new artillery shells, the need 
is not one of redressing a clear lack of 
military capability. The United States 
possesses a stockpile of chemical nerve 
agent artillery shells [that] • • • actu
ally is higher than the planned acqui
sition quantity for the binary projec
tile." 

The administration has also argued 
that these existing stockpiles are dete
riorating and rapidly becoming unus
able. But according to a report by the 
Pentagon's own blue-ribbon panel on 
chemical stockpile status, which was 
released in May 1983, deterioration is 
not a significant problem and the mili
tary utility of both the !55-millimeter 
and 8-inch munitions has not been se
riously degraded to date. 

Furthermore, it has yet to be shown 
that binary weapons will work any 
better than our existing chemical mu
nitions. As Rear Adm. Thomas Davies, 
Vice Adm. John Lee, former Secretary 
of Defense Robert McNamara, and 
former Secretary of State Cyrus Vance 
pointed out in a letter they sent me 
this week: 

Because the binaries have never been 
open air-tested in their actual configuration, 

their reliability is far from certain. Recent 
test failures involving the proposed Big Eye 
binary bomb, which led both the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committees to 
delete part of the administration's fiscal 
year 1984 request for this program. under
score the importance of not proceeding with 
the production of binary munitions until 
they have been fully tested. 

Binary weapons may also cause 
greater logistical problems than exist
ing chemical munitions. Not only are 
binaries heavier and bulkier, but they 
also may be more difficult to operate 
as they require two separate compo
nents to be assembled on the battle
field An April 29, 1983, GAO report 
on chemical warfare concludes that: 

The available data do not sustain the ar
gument that binaries offer substantial tech
nical and operational advantages over exist
ing weapons. . . . Army estimates indicated 
that nearly four times the space is required 
for transporting and storing binary muni
tions, compared to unitary. 

It has been the policy of the last 
three administrations, both Republi
can and Democratic, to oppose U.S. 
production of new chemical weapons, 
and now is no time to reverse that 
policy. 

The administration's proposal prom
ises to get the United States involved 
in another long and costly arms race. 
Although the 1984 request for chemi
cal weapons is only $130.6 million, out
year funding could run to several bil
lion dollars. Proceeding with produc
tion of binary weapons would succeed 
only in straining our relations with 
our NATO allies. Our European allies, 
at least, recognize that the vast major
ity of casualties from chemical war
fare would not be NATO soldiers or 
Warsaw Pact soldiers-instead, the vic
tims of chemical warfare will over
whelmingly be defenseless civilians. 
There is little doubt that our NATO 
allies quite rightly would refuse to 
store-let alone actually use-new 
chemical weapons on their soil. There
fore, even if the United States were to 
go ahead with binary weapons produc
tion, such weapons would have to be 
stored in the United States, far away 
from Europe where they are supposed 
to be used, thereby heavily detracting 
from their military utility. 

Instead of building more of the gro
tesque weapons, the United States 
should continue to improve its capa
bilities to protect our troops in the 
event of chemical war. Protective 
equipment, such as masks and special 
clothing, have been shown to be an ef
fective defense against the effects of 
chemical warfare without significantly 
reducing the combat effectiveness of 
ground units. Providing our troops 
with more protective gear and more 
training will be a far less expensive 
and far more effective means of deter
ring our enemies, by demonstrating 
that chemical weapons will give them 
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absolutely no advantage in the event 
of war. 

More importantly, I believe that we 
must press forward with negotiating 
with the Soviet Union to ban chemical 
weapons altogether, in a verifiable 
manner. Proponents of chemical pro
duction assert that the alleged Soviet 
use of chemical weapons in Asia 
proves that Moscow cannot be relied 
to adhere to a chemical weapons 
agreement and that, therefore, arms 
control should be abandoned. I think 
they have learned the wrong lessons. 
According to a recent report, chal
lenges for U.S. National Security, by 
the Carnegie panel on U.S. security 
and the future of arms control, a bi
partisan group of defense experts, the 
more valid lessons are that: 

<1> Neither the Geneva Protocol nor the 
Biological Weapons Convention contains 
any detailed verification provisions, and the 
United States explicitly understood in 1982 
when it signed the Biological Weapons Con
vention <after unilaterally terminating its 
own biological weapons efforts in 1970 as 
militarily ineffective> that the convention 
was not verifiable; and <2> treaties and 
agreements that are inherently unverifiable 
should either be avoided or accepted with 
the certain knowledge that cheating may 
issue. 

I am encouraged by the administra
tion's recently begun efforts in the 
Committee for Disarmament in 
Geneva. But the administration's ar
gument that it needs authorization for 
binary weapons to use as a bargaining 
chip in disarmament negotiations is 
unconvincing. At present, the United 
States current chemical weapon stock
piles and protective capabilities pro
vide a more than adequate level of de
terrence. Renewed production of 
chemical weapons now will not en
hance our security by one iota, nor 
will it lead to a chemical weapons 
agreement with the U.S.S.R.-instead, 
it would more than likely lead to a 
particularly gruesome arms race. 

President Reagan's funding request 
for lethal binary chemical weapons is 
dangerous and wasteful, and I call 
upon my colleagues to join in opposing 
this unconscionable expenditure. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join once again with the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. PRYOR) and the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. COCHRAN) in sponsor
ing an amendment that will delete the 
funds to go forward with the new gen
eration of chemical warfare agents. 

In the course of outlining this 
amendment and debate surrounding it, 
the issue seems to get down to two 
clear issues. 

One is whether at the present time, 
without the expenditure of these hun
dreds of millions of dollars, eventually 
billions of dollars, the United States 
presently possesses a sufficient stock
pile of chemical warfare agents to 
achieve two purposes. One purpose is 
to deter the use by the Soviet Union of 

such agents against our own forces or 
those of our allies, or any other inter
est. And the second purpose is wheth
er that stockpile that presently exists 
is a sufficient basis and provides suffi
cient leverage with which this Nation 
can go to the bargaining table and bar
gain from a position of strength and in 
good faith with the Soviet Union and 
potential adversaries to restrict and 
limit the volume and the potential use 
of chemical warfare agents. 

There is a clear-cut dispute between 
the proponents and opponents of this 
amendment over that issue. Based 
upon my years of participation in the 
Armed Services Committee and hours 
and days of repeated testimony over 
the years, bolstered by recent state
ments of the incumbent Secretary of 
the Defense Department, I am abso
lutely convinced that the stockpile 
presently in the possession of the 
United States deployed at various loca
tions is sufficient to carry out those 
two objectives. 

That stockpile is credible enough, 
large enough, lethal enough to justify 
a position of strength on the part of 
this Nation in negotiating arms con
trol agreements on chemical warfare 
usage and overall volumes, quantities, 
and levels. 

I am also convinced that the present 
stockpile sufficiently enables this 
Nation and its allies to deter a first use 
on the part of the Soviet Union. 

But that, Mr. President, leads to the 
second issue in this debate which I am 
sure has been touched on enough, and 
that is the credibility of the stockpile 
that we have, indeed the credibility of 
a new generation of chemical warfare 
agents if the provisions of the bill 
were to pass. 

Credibility in the case of this stock
pile, present or future, hinges upon 
one thing and that is the defensive ca
pability of this Nation. Are our troops 
in Europe and those of our allies suffi
ciently equipped to withstand the 
lethal effect of chemical agents that 
we ourselves might use? And, second, 
is the equipment to be used on the 
battlefield itself protected sufficiently 
enough? 

In my judgment, Mr. President, the 
answer to that is clearly no. Over 6 
years ago the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. NUNN) and the Sen
ator from Colorado joined to urge that 
steps be taken by the Defense Depart
ment to equip our own forces and 
those of our NATO allies to withstand 
the defensive use of chemical agents 
and their use by any other nation or 
any adversary. 

Mr. President, the record is clear. 
Previous administrations and this ad
ministration have done little, if any
thing, to enhance the defensive capa
bility of our forces and those of our 
allies to withstand a chemical warfare 
attack. 

Where does this leave us? It leaves 
us with a proposal contained in the 
bill to go forward with a new genera
tion of chemical agents to be deployed 
presumably in Europe, because that Is 
the only place they would be effective 
in any timely manner. The weapons 
would be used on the battlefield po
tentially against the Soviet aggressors 
or those of the Warsaw Pact. However, 
depending on the direction of the wind 
and the conditions of the climate, the 
chemical agents perhaps would drift 
back on our own forces, and as the 
Senator from Massachusetts has very 
eloquently stated, on civilians on both 
sides of the Iron Curtain. 

Are we prepared for that kind of 
devastation? The answer is no. 

Do the Soviets know that? The 
answer is yes. 

Is, therefore, a new generation of 
chemical agents a credible deterrent? 
The answer is clearly no. 

Until this Nation is prepared to 
defend itself against the lethal effects 
of its own use or the use of its adver
saries of chemical warfare agents, no 
amount, old or new, of chemical war
fare agents is going to suggest to the 
Soviets that we are serious about the 
use of any of these weapons. 

We have not even begun to defend 
our own forces. We have not even 
begun to address here in the Chamber 
the issue of the defensive protection of 
our forces and our equipment on the 
battlefield. 

Until we take that step, we can 
spend $100 billion on a new generation 
of chemical warfare agents and the 
Soviets are not going to take that seri
ously because we will end up gassing 
and annihilating more of our own 
forces and those of our allies than we 
will the Russians. The Russians are 
way ahead of us in defensive chemical 
preparation. They are prepared in fact 
to defend themselves against such use. 
Therefore, building a new generation 
of chemical agents, as sophisticated as 
it might be, does not bother them one 
whit. They have made the investment 
to protect their forces against the use 
of these agents, and we have lost. 

So, until we are prepared to take 
that step for the Army of the United 
States, the Marine Corps, and other 
elements of our conventional forces
it is an investment that the Senator 
from Georgia and the Senator from 
Colorado urged be made years ago
until we take that step, no amount of 
spending, no amount of sophistication, 
no volume of chemical agents are 
going to be a credible deterrent to the 
Soviet Union. 

So, Mr. President, it Is the strong 
view of the Senator from Colorado as 
a sponsor of this amendment that we 
should put the horse before the cart 
and invest the dollars necessary in de
fensive protection and capability for 
our forces, our troops, and our equip-
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ment to deter the Soviets. And by a 
margin of 1 to 10, an investment in de
fensive capability neutralizes whatever 
capability the Soviets have. 
If the Soviets, clearly know that 

American and NATO forces can sur
vive in a chemical battlefield environ
ment, they are going to be deterred 
much more than they would be by 10 
times that amount of spending on a 
new generation of weapons. 

We are not prepared to fight on a 
chemical battlefield of today or of to
morrow. We are certainly not prepared 
to fight on a chemical battlefield that 
contains the Big Eye. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator, and there is no question 
that he enthusiastically believes we 
should equip the troops with defensive 
measures, namely suits, and to some 
extent modify the vehicles and the air
craft, but the lessons of history from 
World War I and World War II were 
to the contrary. Both sides had gas 
masks, yet it was the presence of the 
ordnance itself utilized by our forces 
in World War I, followed by a cessa
tion of use by the German forces, and 
in World War II neither force ex
changed chemical ordnance because of 
the potential and the rough equiva
lence, so I ask the Senator how does 
he answer today's scenario in light of 
history? 

Mr. HART. Well, in two regards. As 
I said in my opening remarks, I take 
the Secretary of Defense at his word 
that we have a sufficient capability 
today, and I have always believed we 
did, to deter the Soviets' first use; and, 
second, to point out that my reading 
of World War I history is that where 
chemical agents were used in the bat
tlefield against troops not defended, 
those troops were devastated. Where 
they were used against troops that 
were defended, the chemical agents 
were almost noneffective. 

We are not prepared to fight on the 
chemical battlefield in the 1980's in a 
defensive capability. In some limited 
ways we were in World War I, and it 
proved effective. 

Mr. WARNER. Of course, in World 
War I the chemical was mustard gas 
while in World War II that brought 
about the advent of nerve gas which is 
presently in the inventory. 

Mr. HART. A distinction of kind and 
not of quality. 

Mr. WARNER. I take exception to 
that. I am delighted to hear the Sena
tor's answer. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield 
back to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas. In 1969 President 
Nixon ordered a unilateral halt to the 

production of chemical weapons. His 
move was a bold, diplomatic gesture 
designed to elicit a similar response 
from the Soviet Union. 

Fourteen years later and following 
many long hours of negotiating with 
the Soviets no such action has been 
taken on their part. What our actions 
have accomplished is concession of a 
grave form of military superiority to 
the Soviet Union. If our stockpile were 
a sufficient deterrent, the Soviets 
would have been more forthcoming in 
the negotiations on chemical weapons. 

Chemical warfare has been referred 
to as barbarous; all forms of warfare 
are barbarous. War only results from 
the failures of political leaders who 
fail to adequately prepare their na
tions to deter war. Our inaction only 
improves the possibility that such 
weapons will be used against our 
troops. 

Therefore, it is imperative that we 
proceed with the production of binary 
weapons. The language contained in S. 
675 provides sufficient protection to 
the interests of the opponents of 
binary weapons. Prior to the assembly 
of any !55-millimeter binary weapons, 
the President of the United States 
must certify that 2 more years of ne
gotiations with the Soviet Union on a 
chemical warfare ban have not been 
sufficiently fruitful. At that time, and 
only at that time, will we actually as
semble chemical weapons. 

Our current stockpile of !55-millime
ter chemical weapons is not sufficient 
for U.S. use. Because of the mobility 
of modem warfare, artillery fired 
chemical weapons should all be made 
of a nonpersistent agent. Less than 
half of our current stockpile of uni
tary weapons contain a nonpersistent 
agent. 

The blue ribbon panel established by 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
determined that the chemical agents 
in our unitary rounds have deteriorat
ed and are only 80 percent effective. 
The panel has further stated that ac
cording to its best estimate the uni
tary rounds in our current stockpile 
will only be 50 percent effective by 
1990. The panel indicated, however, 
that they cannot guarantee against 
catastrophic deterioration of the 
stockpile now in place. 

There has been ample testimony and 
evidence that the Soviets or their cli
ents have employed chemical weapons. 
The Soviet advantage is a severe 
threat that we must address. Delaying 
the production of binary weapons 
simply strengthens the Soviet posi
tion. 

Mr. President, for the safety of our 
soldiers deployed overseas and to deter 
the use of such weapons against our 
forces, we need this weapon system. I 
urge all of my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment. 

In fairness to our troops who will 
have to fight these wars, we ought to 

give them the best weapons available 
and we are not giving them the best 
weapons if we deny them binary weap
ons when the Soviet Union has binary 
weapons. 

Mr. President, it seems to me the 
time has come when the people of this 
country will recognize when Congress 
fails to give its soldiers who are de
fending our very freedom and liberty 
the best and most modem weapons 
when our liberty is in jeopardy. 

I say to you if we have a sufficient 
supply of binary weapons no chemical 
weapons, in my judgment, will be used 
in a war. 

In World War II both sides had 
those weapons. I happen to have been 
in the European Theater. We had 
those weapons, the other side had the 
weapons, and neither side used them. 
If we had not had that weapon it is my 
judgment the other side would have 
used that weapon. 

So to protect our own soldiers who 
are defending our very liberty and our 
very lives, we should make available to 
them the best that this country can 
offer, and if we fail to do this we are 
not going along with what is best for 
our country and for the protection of 
these soldiers who will have to fight 
for our freedom. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 

20th century brought the world a new 
and horrible weapon with the use of 
poison gas. 

Introduced on the battlefields of 
Europe in World War I, toxic chemi
cals have proven to be both an anathe
ma to civilized people and, unhappily, 
a tempting and potent instrument of 
war. 

My father, who served in the trench
es as a doctor in World War I, ob
served firsthand the terrible conse
quences of this weapon. His recollec
tions of treating those suffering vic
tims are indelibly engraved in my 
childhood memories. 

World War I taught the United 
States the deterrent value of chemical 
weapons. We learned that deterrence 
has three essential elements: 

First, the maintenance of a credible 
retalitory deterrent, coupled with a 
commitment not to engage in first use; 

Second, adequate battlefield training 
and equipment for defensive measures; 
and 

Third, the pursuit of mutually verifi
able, comprehensive arms control 
agreements designed to ban or con
strain the use of toxic chemicals. 

History has clearly demonstrated 
that an approach which embraces all 
three of these strategies, can deter 
chemical warfare. 

America's need to improve its chemi
cal deterrent capability is clear: 
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The Soviets have 106 plants produc

ing or capable of producing war gases. 
The Soviets provide chemical pay

loads for up to 50 percent of all 
Warsaw Pact missiles and bombs. 

The Soviet defensive capability is far 
more durable and dependable than 
that of the United States or its allies, 
including highly efficient antichemical 
collection systems and readily avail
able, effective decontamination gear. 

The Soviet Army is well-trained at 
all levels-from their headquarters 
down to the foxhole-in all phases of 
chemical warfare. 

Let me emphasize that retaliatory 
capability is absolutely essential. 
Whenever an adversary perceives an 
advantage through employment of a 
weapon which only they possess, the 
likelihood of their use of that weapon 
is far greater. If, on the other hand, 
use of that weapon would be coun
tered in kind by a like, equally potent 
system, thus eliminating any potential 
unilaterial advantage, the probability 
of that weapon's use is much less. 

Gen. Bernard W. Rogers under
scored this concept in a July 4, 1983, 
letter to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee: 

Fundamental to deterring a Soviet chemi
cal attack is an effective retaliatory capabil
ity that can strike anywhere on the battle
field. That means the Big Eye binary bomb 
for deep targets and the 155 millimeter 
binary artillery projectile for short-range 
targets. Chemical defensive measures alone 
will not stop Soviet use of their chemical ca
pabillties. We must convince the Soviets 
that our retaliatory chemical warfare capa
billty is too potent for them to risk employ
ment of such weapons. Furthermore, with
out the bargaining leverage provided by the 
credible retaliatory capabillty of the Big 
Eye binary bomb and the 155 millimeter 
binary artillery projectile, we will be unable 
to persuade the Soviets to outlaw all chemi
cal weapons, our ultimate goal in this arena. 

A primary objective of the United 
States is, and has long been, to elimi
nate the threat of chemical warfare by 
a complete and verifiable ban on 
chemical weapons. Vice President 
BusH announced in Geneva on Febru
ary 4 of this year new U.S. initiatives 
in this area. A week later, Ambassador 
Lou Fields tabled "Detailed U.S. Views 
on the Contents of a Chemical War
fare Ban" at the 40-nation Committee 
on Disarmament in Geneva. This initi
ative is the latest in a continuing U.S. 
effort to achieve an effective and last
ing chemical warfare ban. 

Yesterday, I spoke at length with 
Ambassador Fields. I continue to be 
very favorably impressed with the ca
pabilities of this outstanding states
man. However, he is negotiating from 
a position of distinct disadvantage. 

Clearly, the Soviets have little incen
tive to negotiate away a preponderant 
advantage, especially if we fail to 
maintain a viable deterrent capability. 
We in Congress must give our negotia
tors in Geneva what they need to per
suade the Soviets that we are serious. 

There are those who claim that, 
today, the United States has the 
"moral high ground," since we have 
not produced any chemical weapons 
since 1969. They contend this example 
of restraint and world opinion will 
force the Soviets to negotiate serious
ly. They claim that, should we begin 
to prepare for production of chemical 
munitions, we will no longer enjoy 
world opinion. 

I believe this argument to be spe
cious. The United States has not pro
duced chemical munitions for 14 years. 
During this time, we disposed of all 
our biological and toxin weapons and 
demilitarized 20,000 tons of chemical 
munitions. This restraint has not 
caused the Soviets to negotiate seri
ously. Instead, they have built the 
world's most powerful chemical war
fare capability. 

Let us now tum to the action of the 
Committee on Armed Services. Essen
tially, the committee has walked a 
middle ground on the chemical mod
ernization issue. 

Funds are authorized to prepare fa
cilities for binary chemical weapons 
production <$112.5 million>. 

Funds are authorized to begin limit
ed production of the !55-millimeter 
binary artillery round <$18.1 million>. 

Funds are denied without prejudice 
for the Big Eye binary bomb in view of 
development problems recently en
countered with this weapon <two 
recent tests indicate that fixes have 
been implemented successfully to cor
rect these problems>. 

An important statutory limitation 
has been imposed: Only components of 
the !55-millimeter shell may be pro
duced until October 1, 1985. No final 
assembly of these components into 
usable weapons may occur prior to 
that date and only thereafter if the 
President certifies that-in light of 
then-prevailing military and arms con
trol circumstances-such assembly is 
essential to the national interest. 

The effect of these provisions is to: 
First, provide real incentives to the 

Soviets to negotiate seriously on a 
chemical ban; 

Second, provide sufficient time to 
consummate such negotiations before 
any binary assembly would take place; 
and 

Third, place the United States in a 
position whereby-should negotiations 
fail-we can promptly begin to rectify 
the effects of 14 years of unilateral 
moratorium on chemical munitions 
production. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I 
firmly believe that our chemical war
fare modernization program must con
tinue to progress. The likelihood that 
the Soviets would use these weapons 
to exploit the major advantage they 
now enjoy, is far greater than if they 
faced the prospect of retaliation in 
kind. 

Unless we modernize our stockpile, 
the Soviets have absolutely no incen
tive to negotiate seriously. In the ab
sence of a clear commitment on our 
part, they can be expected to do every
thing possible to thwart our efforts to 
mutually reduce chemical weapons. 

I urge my colleagues to provide the 
funds required for modernization to 
proceed, providing a capability to re
place our inadequate chemical muni
tions deterrent stockpile. Continuing 
to negotiate from a position of weak
ness will insure continued weakening 
of our deterrent posture. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
OPPOSITION TO BINARY CHDIICAL WEAPONS 

PRODUCTION 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
strongly support Senator PRYOR's 
amendment to delete funding for pro
duction of binary chemical weapons. I 
am a cosponsor of Senator PRYOR's 
amendment. 

This is the third year that the 
Senate has debated whether the 
United States should resume produc
tion of chemical weapons. I have con
sistently opposed resumption. Presi
dent Nixon ordered a halt to produc
tion of chemical weapons in 1969. 
Since then the United States has been 
out of the business of producing chem
ical weapons. We should stay out. 
Nothing has happened over the last 14 
years and nothing that has been said 
in the congressional debate over the 
last years has persuaded me that we 
have a good reason to begin producing 
chemical weapons again. In fact, my 
convictions are stronger than ever 
that we should keep and maintain the 
stockpile that we have but we should 
not restart the chemical weapons pro
gram. 

ADEQUATE DE'l'ERRENT 

The purpose of having a stockpile of 
chemical weapons is to have a deter
rent against the Soviet Union. There is 
little argument about the necessity of 
having a stockpile. The question is 
whether ours is sufficient to be an ef
fective deterrent. No less an eminent 
authority than the Secretary of De
fense, Casper Weinberger, testified 
earlier this year that our deterrent in 
chemical weapons is indeed adequate. 
This was good news for those of us 
who have been arguing this case for 
years but with little support from the 
Pentagon. Since we have an adequate 
number of weapons and since our 
chemical nerve agent artillery shells 
still meet acceptable standards, we can 
not justify spending from $6 to $15 bil
lion on the binary chemical program 
on the grounds that our stockpile is in
sufficient. 

SAFETY 

One of the great selltng points for 
binary chemical weapons is that they 
are supposed to be safer. But this ar
gument is inconclusive. Safer for 
whom? We complicate the assignment 
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of the men in the field by increasing 
the complexity of the weapon. Will 
our people really be safer if they have 
to take more time to assemble this 
weapon? Do we really want to intro
duce another level of technology into 
the battlefield environment? Are not 
we again falling for the same old prob
lem of the allure of a new fancier 
piece of equipment without asking 
whether it is really any better than 
what we have? 

Recently the General Accounting 
Office <GAO> completed a fascinating 
study on binary chemical weapons. 
The GAO found no satisfactory 
answer to this question. According to 
GAO: 

The available data do not sustain the ar
gument that binaries offer substantial tech
nical and operational advantages over exist
ing weapons. 

We have also had the unpleasant 
discovery recently that some of our 
new chemical weapons do not work 
the way they should. The Big Eye 
bomb explodes in certain circum
stances in transport. It does not take a 
genius to see the dangers of this char
acteristic. The Army acknowledged 
this problem by asking to defer pro
curement of the Big Eye bomb until 
several technical problems are solved. 
Why are we providing any money for 
production until these technical prob
lems are solved? 

There is a larger question of safety
one that I and many of my colleagues 
have repeatedly raised. The best and 
safest deterrent against chemical 
weapons is adequate defensive equip
ment. We do not have a sufficient 
supply of equipment. The GAO report 
also states that: 

The United States, unlike the Soviet 
Union, has not built a strong ability to 
defend against chemical warfare. 

There is money in this bill to build 
. such a defensive capability and I 
strongly support efforts to do so. This 

. is where we should be concentrating 
our efforts. 

COST 

We must also think what this new 
gadget will cost. The estimates range 
widely-anywhere from $6 to $15 bil
lion. The disparity in that figure alone 
should give us pause for thought. We 
may only be eliminating $130 million 
from the program this year but we 
need to look down the road a little 
way. Down the road, we have a bill for 
a minimum of $6 billion. The produc
tion cost of one binary artillery shell is 
18 times more than the cost of upgrad
ing one existing unitary shell <$550 
per binary round against $30 per up
graded unity round). That is quite a 
difference for a weapon system that 
has yet to be proven necessary. 

ARKS CONTROL 

Finally, Mr. President, we must 
come to the question of arms control. 
Where is the element of arms control 
in this debate? You find it here in the 

Congress. My colleagues and I have 
raised it repeatedly. But what is this 
administration doing? This adminis
tration broke off bilateral discussions 
with the Soviet Union-negotiations 
that are essential if we are to have a 
workable arms control agreement. 
Vice President BusH presented the 
views of the United States on his issue 
to the 40-nation Committee on Disar
mament in Feburary. This is a positive 
step and one that I commend. But in 
the same breath that this administra
tion is saying that it is committed to 
banning the u8e and production of 
chemical weapons, it is also asking for 
the funds to begin production of these 
weapons. How credible can our propos
al be? 

Over and over again we allow the 
Pentagon to put us in a position of 
making decisions based on inadequate 
information. Over and over again we 
end up with weapons systems that cost 
too much and do not work. Why? 
There is no compelling national securi
ty reason for us to proceed with pro
duction at this time. We have an ade
quate stockpile. It is absolutely un
clear whether producing binary chem
cial weapons will in any way add to 
our deterrent. The GAO report goes 
into great detail about how little we 
understand the military utility of this 
weapon. It may not have any at all. 

Mr. President, it is clearer this year 
more than ever that there is no good 
reason to begin production of chemical 
weapons in this country. We have an 
adequate stockpile that we need only 
to maintain. We have no defined mili
tary justification for binary chemical 
weapons. We are very uncertain that 
we are building a better or safer 
weapon. 

We can be sure that if we proceed 
with this weapon we will add yet an
other element to the already hideous
ly inflated and dangerous arms race 
and that we will spend at least $6 bil
lion on a highly questionable weapon 
system. 

I urge my colleagues to consider 
these problems and to vote in favor of 
Senate PRYoR'S amendment to prohib
it production of these weapons. 
e Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
think we can all agree that chemical 
weapons are particularly horrible and 
inhumane instruments of war. As 
such, it should be our primary objec
tive to conclude an agreement with 
the Soviet Union that will ban all 
future production and lead to the de
struction of existing stockpiles. The 
only question in my mind is how best 
to achieve this goal. 

The United States has observed a 
unilateral moratorium on the produc
tion and testing of chemical munitions 
since 1969. Unfortunately, there is evi
dence to suggest that not only has the 
Soviet Union continued to produce 
and test chemical weapons, but that it 
may have actually used these heinous 

munitions in Afghanistan and, 
through surrogates, in Southeast Asia. 
If anything, these disturbing Soviet 
actions bring into focus even more 
sharply the need to reach an equitable 
and verifiable arms control agreement 
that would eliminate chemical weap
ons from the face of the Earth. 

I have been heartened by the new 
initiative to ban chemical weapons 
that was tabled by the United States 
at the conference on disarmament in 
February of this year. It is my deepest 
hope that the Soviet Union will re
spond positively to this proposal, and 
that serious negotiations leading to a 
treaty will now result. With this goal 
in mind, I support the provision in the 
bill which proscribes final assembly of 
the !55-millimeter binary artillery 
shell until October 1, 1985. Between 
now and then, there will be five nego
tiating sessions of the Conference on 
Disarmament at Geneva. This should 
be ample time to gage the sincerity of 
the Soviet Union's proclaimed desire 
to conclude a chemical weapons ban. 

If an agreement can be reached, 
then there will be no need to assemble 
the components into binary munitions. 
If an agreement cannot be achieved by 
the fall of 1985, the bill requires the 
President to inform the Congress as to 
the status of the arms control negotia
tions at that time, and to certify that 
creation of binary munitions from the 
components is essential to the national 
interest. A unilateral decision by the 
United States to forego the option of 
building chemical weapons would be 
unlikely to create sufficient incentives 
for the U.S.S.R. to bargain in good 
faith at Geneva. On the other hand, 
proceeding in the cautious, measured 
way proposed in the bill should con
vince the Soviets of our resolve both 
to maintain a safe, stable deterrent ca
pability and to accelerate our arms 
control efforts. 

If funding is approved, these weap
ons would be produced at the Pine 
Bluff Arsenal in my home State of Ar
kansas. I have spent many hours 
studying and reflecting on this issue, 
and let me say that both opponents 
and proponents of the administra
tion's proposal have presented their 
cases effectively; that there are merits 
to both sides of the issue; and that a 
number of the more sensitive and con
troversial technical issues relating to 
the shelf-life of the present stockpile 
and the adequacy of the testing pro
gram for the binary weapons are likely 
to remain unresolved for years to 
come. 

Having visited Pine Bluff Arsenal 
where a considerable portion of our 
current unitary stockpile is stored, and 
having spent hours listening to the 
residents of Pine Bluff and surround
ing communities, I can tell my col
leagues that both Army personnel and 
Arkansans are genuinely concerned 
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about the potential hazards associated 
with the long-term storage of these 
unitary chemical weapons. If a retalia
tory stockpile is required to deter pos
sible Soviet use, or induce the Soviets 
to negotiate in good faith, it should be 
much safer to handle and store than 
the one we have now. 

Binary munitions are safe because 
they are made up of two nonlethal 
chemicals that are manufactured and 
stored separately. The two chemical 
agents would be kept apart until they 
reach the battlefield, where they 
would be put together in an artillery 
shell or bomb. The chemicals mix and 
become toxic only after the shell is 
fired or the bomb is dropped. An im
portant factor affecting my position 
on this issue has been the administra
tion's response to my insistence that 
any proposal to proceed with the pro
duction of binary weapons include a 
clear, binding commitment on the part 
of the Department of Defense to de
stroy the weapons currently in the in
ventory. The production of binaries 
will not add to the chemical stockpile. 
Rather, they will replace the aging, 
decreasingly effective and increasingly 
unstable unitary munitions with a 
smaller number of binary munitions 
that are totally safe to store. 

Mr. President, the primary emphasis 
of our total chemical program must 
continue to be on developing and pro
ducing protective clothing, equipment, 
and decontaminants, and I am pleased 
that the bulk of the resources in the 
proposed plan will be devoted to this 
effort. If we show the Soviets that we 
can protect our troops against a chem
ical attack, the Soviets should see the 
futility of using such repugnant weap
ons. The administration also needs to 
develop a clear and unified position 
with our NATO allies concerning 
binary weapons. Since the primary ra
tionale for producing binaries is to 
deter the use of chemicals by the Sovi
ets in the European theater, their 
value would be greatly reduced if they 
were not deployable.• 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the vote 
on this amendment revolves on two 
key issues: Are new chemical weapons 
needed to preserve our deterrent 
against a Soviet first-use of these in
humane weapons and, second, would 
production of new weapons in some 
way enhance the prospects for negoti
ating a mutual ban on maintaining 
any chemical weapons stockpile. I be
lieve the answer to both questions is 
no. 

First, the Secretary of Defense has 
made it clear that the current stock
pile of 155-millimeter chemical shells 
is sufficient for purposes of deter
rence. The main justification, in his 
opinion, for producing new shells is to 
guard against future deterioration of 
the current stockpile. However, in an 
interim report issued on March 23, the 
Secretary's own "blue ribbon panel on 

chemical stockpile status" concluded 
that the military utility of the existing 
artillery projectiles has not been seri
ously degraded to date and that metal 
deterioration does not appear to be a 
serious problem. 

Second, I must say that in the light 
of a briefing I received this morning 
from our representative to the United 
Nations-sponsored negotiations on a 
chemical weapons ban, Ambassador 
Louis Fields, the chances for conclud
ing a treaty appear very bleak wheth
er or not the United States goes for
ward with new chemical systems. Fur
thermore, I fall to understand why the 
Soviets would be more frightened by 
the proposed binary artillery shells 
when the main argument for them is 
that they are safer to handle by our 
own troops. Indeed, the Army is pro
posing to procure fewer binary shells 
than are now in the inventory. The 
binary projectiles have never been 
tested in the open atmosphere, but 
our existing weapons received exten
sive open-air testing and thus their re
liability and effectiveness is well 
known. For all these reasons, I do not 
think a U.S. decision to replace an ade
quate chemical weapons inventory 
with a smaller, and untested inventory 
will in any fashion alter Soviet incen
tives to negotiate a comprehensive 
ban. Soviet attitudes are far more in
fluenced by their resistance to legiti
mate U.S. demands for on-site inspec
tion. 

Mr. President, the NATO alliance 
stands today at a crucial crossroad. In 
the next few months the alliance will 
most likely be asked to follow through 
on its December 1979 decision to 
deploy new intermediate-range nucle
ar missiles in Europe absent an arms 
control agreement in Geneva. I believe 
that our allies will be able to stand by 
this collective decision. But the cause 
of maintaining public support within 
Europe for this vital NATO modern
ization program will not be advanced 
if the United States now needlessly 
creates a new controversy over chemi
cal weapons. I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
know of no other Senator at this time 
who desires to address this issue. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, on this 
side of the issue at least I know of no 
other Member of the Senate who 
desire to speak on this subject. I would 
like to reserve the right to close for 
my amendment, and I am wondering if 
the Senator from Virginia might have 
a statement at this time? I would be 
glad to close for the amendment very 
shortly and very quickly. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator for the purpose of his 
closing argument at this time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, may I 
ask about how long does the Senator 
intend to take with his closing re
marks? 

Mr. PRYOR. I will say to the Sena
tor from Texas I am not normally a 
long-winded speaker. I do feel very 
close to this issue and I feel very 
strongly about it. 

Mr. TOWER. I was not suggesting 
any lengthy remarks from the Sena
tor. I just wanted to inquire as to how 
long it would take. 

Mr. PRYOR. I will say to the Sena- . 
tor from Texas I will speak not more 
than 5 or 6 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, in a 
very few moments this Senate is going 
to make a major decision. A lot of my 
colleagues have been coming up to me 
this afternoon since this debate start
ed and have said, "Listen, I would like 
to support this amendment but I am 
afraid that I cannot simply because it 
is my fear that we have got to be 
ready"-and I emphasize "ready"-"to 
produce new chemical warfare." 

My answer is simple. Whether we 
pass this amendment or not is actually 
moot to that concern. It is irrelevant. 
The truth of the matter is that we 
have not appropriated the money for 
the facility. The facility is there. It is 
standing. 

Also, we have appropriated most of 
the money to equip this facility. It is 
my understanding that at this time 
they are actually moving the equip
ment into that facility in Pine Bluff, 
Ark., where this new binary nerve gas 
is going to be produced. That money 
has been appropriated, Mr. President. 
What is lacking is the money to 
produce or actually manufacture the 
binary chemical weapon or the new 
system of nerve gas that is asked for in 
this particular authorization bill. 

Mr. President, I can say without res
ervation that any of my colleagues, I 
would think, would feel very comforta
ble in taking the position that we have 
appropriated the money for the facili- · 
ty, we have appropriated the money 
for the equipment and now let us let it 
be there and ready if we actually need 
it. 

But until that time, I have attempt
ed this afternoon throughout this 
debate, in all candor, in all honesty, to 
cite not only what Secretary of De
fense Weinberger has stated-and ba
sically, that statement is that "The 
155-millimeter, 8-inch chemical shells 
still meet acceptable standards." That 
is a quote from the Secretary of De
fense, Secretary Weinberger. 

I have also attempted, Mr. Presi
dent, to include in my comments this 
afternoon, in some discussion with my 
colleagues on the other side of this 
issue, the summary from a blue ribbon 
panel commission appointed by the 
Secretary of Defense and others at the 
Pentagon who made their report on 
March 22 of this year, stating what I 
think goes to the heart of this particu-
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lar issue. And that is as follows, and I 
quote from this report from the blue 
ribbon panel on stockpile status, 
March 22, 1983: 

Military utility of 155 millimeter and 8-
inch munitions in stockpile has not been se
riously degraded to date. 

So we have a statement from the 
Secretary of Defense, a statement 
from the blue ribbon panel on stock
pile status and finally, last but not 
least, Mr. President, we have an abso
lutely devastating statement from the 
General Accounting Office, dated 
April 29, 1983, which indicates that 
this country has no chemical warfare 
doctrine whatsoever. 

Even in a subsequent statement by 
the General Accounting Office, Mr. 
President, dated as late as July 1, 
1983-not even 2 weeks ago-let me 
read if I might from the first para
graph from the cover sheet of this 
General Accounting Office statement: 

The United States has a large stockpile of 
toxic chemical munitions to deter other 
countries from using chemlcl warfare and to 
retaliate if deterrence is unsuccessful. 

That is the issue. That is the issue of 
our discussion today. That is what we 
are talking about. That is the crux of 
the matter and that is what is the cen
tral point of this debate. Are we pre
pared to wage chemical warfare 
should our soldiers or civilians be af
fected by an attack by the Soviets or 
any other country? 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. PRYOR. I would appreciate it if 
I might just finish my statement. I am 
going to finish in just a very few mo
ments. 

Mr. WARNER. I apologize. I detect
ed a pause. 

Mr. PRYOR. A little pause there. I 
am going to pause permanently very 
shortly, I might say to my friend from 
Virginia. 

First, in my concluding remarks, Mr. 
President, let me say this, and I will 
reiterate an earlier position I have 
taken. In all due respect, it may be be
cause President Reagan is one of the 
best communicators I have ever seen, 
in all due respect to that man, to the 
Secretary of Defense, to the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, and the members of 
that committee who have made a very 
strong statement in the past 2¥2 years 
for the idea that we must go forward 
with a $1.5 trillion buildup in our mili
tary commitment, let me say this: 
Every weapon, every program, almost 
every dollar that the President and 
the Pentagon has requested in the 
past 2lh years has been approved. 
There is one exception-chemical war
fare. The House of Representatives 
only 2 weeks ago disapproved chemical 
warfare. The House of Representa
tives 1 year ago disapproved chemical 
warfare. Each time, Mr. President, we 
have a vote in this Senate, we come 

within three, four, five-sometimes 
one-votes of disapproving chemical 
warfare. And the reason that, basical
ly, the President has not been able to 
get chemical warfare production back 
underway is simply because he knows, 
this Senate knows, the Congress 
knows, and the people, above all, know 
that we are moving from a period of 
the unthinkable to the thinkable. We 
are moving from a period of defending 
ourselves to a period of purchasing of
fensive mechanisms and weapons that 
could bring one step closer to doing 
the unthinkable. 

We have had discussions here this 
afternoon on this floor, Mr. President, 
about the possibility or the question 
being raised: Is this unilateral disar
mament? Of course this is not unilat
eral disarmament. This Senator from 
Arkansas would never get on this floor 
and ask this country to unilaterally 
disarm. He would never ask one soldier 
or one service man or woman or one 
citizen of this country to in any way 
sacrifice their own safety. And, Mr. 
President, I am not asking a sacrifice 
at this time when I ask that the $130 
million for the production of the Big 
Eye bomb, which has been tested only 
two times-with over 100 tests yet to 
come-that the production of this 
bomb, which has been researched for 
19 years, be halted, studied further, if 
necessary, and that we no longer con
sider going forward at this stage with 
the production of nerve gas. 

So, Mr. President, we come to the 
final argument and that argument is 
trying to get the Soviets to go to the 
bargaining table; in other words, we 
have got to be strong to get the Rus
sians to the bargaining table. 

I do not dismiss this. I do not say 
this is wrong. I do not say this 
thought is invalid. I do not trust the 
Soviets. I do not think there is anyone 
in here that really trusts the Soviets. 
If we ever do get to the bargaining 
table, we have got to have a verifiable 
means of knowing what they are doing 
and they must know what we are 
doing. 

But, Mr. President, many times in 
the past 5 years since I have been a 
Member of this very illustrious body, I 
have heard time and time and time 
again the fact that we have got to 
build the MX so we can get the Sovi
ets to the bargaining table; the fact 
that we have got to build the B-1 
bomber so we could get the Soviets to 
the bargaining table. On weapon after 
weapon, cause after cause, this seems 
to be the mentality of this city, of this 
town, of this administration, of this 
Congress, of all of us-let us build 
more, let us produce more, so that we 
can ultimately have less. 

Our own Ambassador to our disar
mament talks in Geneva who I have 
just had the privilege of meeting today 
is a fine man. I just had a nice visit 
with him in the Vice President's office. 

Do you know what? I found it ironic 
that he would be here today lobbying 
the Members of the U.S. Senate on 
this issue. As our man who wants to 
disarm and our man who wants to con
trol armaments and our man who 
wants to lessen armaments, here he is 
today asking us for more armaments. I 
do not know that that makes sense to 
me. 

I would only conclude by saying, 
even though he is a fine man, I wish 
he were utilizing his strengths and his 
resources in Geneva in talking with 
the Russians rather than coming 
today to the U.S. Senate to convince 
waivering Senators to defeat this par
ticular amendment. 

I have great respect for the Ambas
sador. I do not know whether he came 
here on his own. But I do strongly 
feel, Mr. President, that this amend
ment is right and sound. My friend 
from Mississippi, Senator COCH:RAN, 
said it is an amendment that repre
sents commonsense in these times and 
these days, in these days of great trou
ble. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. PRYOR. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. WARNER. Ambassador Fields 

came in at my invitation to see me last 
night, not for the specific purpose of 
lobbying, but to be present to respond 
to the inquiries of Senators. I have 
had extensive conversations with him 
over the past 6 months and indeed 
over the past 48 hours, intensive con
versations with him. Unequivocally, he 
represented to me, and I think others, 
that the trend in the Congress over 
the past 3 years, by adding bit by bit 
some capability to the United States, 
has strengthened his hand, albeit we 
have not made any success. 
It is clear that in the face of 3 years 

of momentum, indeed, in the House of 
Representatives, the margin was nar
rowed this year on the vote to Just a 
mere 12. If the Senate today were to 
reverse that momentum, it would send 
the strongest of signals to the Soviet 
Union and I dare say negotiations 
would grind to a halt. 

It seems to me that we should bear 
in mind that the last vote on this issue 
last year was 49 to 45, in which we pre
vailed. I know not how the vote will be 
today. But each of us carries a very 
heavy burden. 

Mr. TOWER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 

briefly to the Senator from Alabama 
for the purpose of making a correction 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. DENTON. I thank the chair
man. I just got off the phone with Sec
retary Weinberger. His name has been 
used to support the amendment. He 
says it is a very bad amendment. He Is 
unalterably opposed to it. He knows of 
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no blue ribbon panel or commission of 
any kind which has said anything in 
disagreement with the view that the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee and his co-floor manager of the 
bill are propounding. To remove any 
doubt about the position of the Secre
tary of Defense and any views of a 
blue ribbon panel or commission. I 
thought that information should be 
stated. 

Mr. TOWER. I want to reiterate 
what the Senator from Virginia has 
said about Ambassador Fields being 
here at the invitation of many of us 
about being here to respond to any 
questions on the impact of this amend
ment on his negotiating posture in 
Geneva. 

I would like to enter into the RECORD 
a statement he has made on the issue 
of verification: 

The Soviets will place ultimate resolution 
of challenge in the Security Council where 
the Soviets have a veto. Is this meaningful 
verification? The Soviets are not serious in 
these negotiations. I know, I have negotiat
ed with them, they will not give up a superi
or arms position without getting so~ething 
for it. 

That is a statement of Ambassador 
Fields. 

Mr. President, I would like to enter 
into the RECORD letters on this issue 
from the Secretary of State, from Am
bassador Fields, from National Securi
ty Council member William P. Clark, 
and from General Rogers, the com
mander in chief of U.S. forces in 
Europe. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 13, 1983. 

Hon. JoHN G. Town. 
Chainnan, Armed Services Committee, U.S. 

Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAnuiAN: The Senate is now 

considering the FY 1984 Defense Authoriza
tion Bill. Included in that bill is a request 
for funds to restore our chemical warfare 
deterrent and to modernize our deteriorat
ing chemical weapons stocks. 

I believe that the United States needs to 
take visible steps now to modernize our 
chemical weapons deterrent. Action is neces
sary for security as well as foreign policy 
reasons. 

As you know, the United States is actively 
seeking a complete ban on all chemical 
weapons. Last February, at the 40-nation 
Geneva Committee on Disarmament, Vice 
President Bush put forth an initiative to ac
celerate the work of the Committee and to 
launch negotiations on an agreement. In 
Geneva we also offered our detailed views 
on the contents and requirements for a com
prehensive, effective, and verifiable chemi
cal weapons ban. 

The United States should do all it can to 
make arms control work in the chemical 
weapons area. Existing agreements must be 
strengthened and new, more· effective ones 
negotiated. Working together with the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and 
the Department of Defense, the Depart
ment of State is pursuing these goals. An ef
fective chemical weapons deterrent is an im-

portant element of our arms control obJec
tives. 

One of the major tasks we face in this 
area is to convince the Soviet Union that a 
complete and effective ban on chemical 
weapons is truly in its interest--not Just its 
political or propaganda interests, but in its 
security interests as well. As long as the So
viets are assured that the United States will 
do nothing to improve or even maintain its 
chemical weapons deterrent capability, they 
will have little incentive to conclude a verifi
able ban. An effective U.S. deterrent capa
bility should help convince the Soviet Union 
to negotiate seriously. It would also safe
guard U.S. security in the interim until our 
arms control goal is achieved. 

I therefore urge you and your colleagues 
to approve the Administration's funding re
quest. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE P. SHULTZ. 

U.S. ARKs CONTROL AND 
DISARJIAMENT AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., April 7, 1983. 
Hon. JoHN W. WARNER, 
Chainnan, Subcommittee on Strategic and 

Theater Nuclear Weapons, Senate Armed 
Services Committee, WashingtQn, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAnuiAN: I regret very much 
that my responsibilities in the Committee 
on Disarmament preclude my appearance at 
this time before your Subcommittee to testi
fy concerning the President's budget pro
posal for the Chemical Weapons Moderniza
tion Program. As you know, I have a strong 
interest in and commitment to the negotia
tion of an effective and verifiable ban on 
chemical weapons. We are currently at
tempting in the Committee on Disarma
ment to achieve that objective as a matter 
of the highest priority. 

Vice President Bush announced a new 
U.S. initiative in the chemical weapons area 
in his speech to the Committee on February 
4th, and I tabled the "United States De
tailed Views on the Contents of a Chemical 
Weapons Ban" in a statement to the Com
mittee on February lOth. Unfortunately, 
during the first eight weeks of our thirteen
week Spring Session, serious discussions 
were obstructed by procedural maneuvering; 
the Eastern Bloc, aided and abetted by cer
tain members of the neutral and non
aligned states <Group of 21> raised numer
ous procedural questions related to the 
Committee's agenda and establishment of 
our working groups. The result of this de
plorable development has been a blockage 
of all substantive work in the Committee 
and a temporary frustration of our efforts 
to achieve progress on a chemical weapons 
ban. It was only last Thursday that we rees
tablished the chemical weapons working 
group and elected Ambassador Donald 
McPhail <Canada> as its chairman. 

We have, however, done some useful work 
in the CW field. We held a series of meet
ings to discuss our initiative and to take 
questions concerning our detailed views 
from interested delegations. Even though 
we were unable to explain our detailed views 
more formally, we sought every available 
means of pursuing our objective, and it was 
useful to do so. 

During this period we had the good for
tune to have two distinguished visitors who 
are associated with the chemical weapons 
issue in Washington-Or. Theodore Gold. 
Deputy Assistant to the Secretary of De
fense for Chemical Matters, and the Honor
able Edwin Bethune, Member of Congress 
<R-Arkansas>. Each of these gentlemen held 

a series of conversations with representa
tives and experts of many delegations here. 
As you know, they represent different views 
on the modernization issue. Both, however, 
stressed their serious and active support for 
achievement of an effective and verifiable 
ban on chemical weapons, and their support 
for our initiative in the Committee. As well, 
both expressed their commitment to a 
strong U.S. deterrent posture pending 
achievement of that goal. It was extremely 
useful for our negotiating partners to gain 
an understanding of the deep degree of 
commitment of the United States Govern
ment to these negotiations, and to the main
tenance of a strong deterrent, even though 
there may be disagreement on the means to 
achieve our goals. 

I believe there is a growing realization 
among the Committee on Disarmament that 
the U.S. came here with a serious purpose, 
and a keen interest to move toward a suc
cessful chemical weapons negotiation. I 
cannot recall more concerted interest in the 
Committee on behalf of a proposal than has 
been prompted by our initiative. And, al
though I cannot conceal our deep disap
pointment over the procedural delays which 
have thus far thwarted our efforts, hopeful
ly we are about to begin serious work. 

We have now reestablished the Chemical 
Weapons Working Group under an able 
chairman, and will continue to press for 
movement. However, there are only a few 
weeks left in our Spring Session and the 
chance for real movement is negligible. The 
best we can hope for is that the Committee 
will be organized and prepared for serious 
work during the Summer Session. It is un
clear whether progress can be achieved even 
during that period, especially with the frus
trating experience of three years of bilater
al negotiations with the Soviets on this sub
ject. We will apply ourselves diligently to 
the task and hope for some progress. Of 
course, the key is in the hands of our Soviet 
colleague. We have made it clear to him, 
and the entire Committee, that Soviet ac
ceptance of effective verification and com
pliance provisions is a prerequisite for real 
progress. The need for strong verification 
measures is, I am happy to report, becoming 
broadly accepted among the Group of 21. 
We are continuing to advocate our position 
on the verification issue very strongly, and I 
am encouraged that so many delegations are 
recognizing the strength of our argument. I 
can only speculate as to whether the Soviets 
will begin to seriously consider this issue. 

This leads me quite naturally to comment 
on the issue of the U.S. Chemical Weapons 
Modernization Program as seen in the con
text of this negotiation. It is simply too 
early for me to report any realistic prospect 
in the near future for achieving an effective 
ban-one which the Senate would feel com
fortable in giving its advice and consent to 
ratification. The Soviets have not yet re
sponded in any substantive way to our De
tailed Views. While I wish that I were in a 
position to give the Senate an optimistic 
view, my judgment is that we are some 
years away from producing the kind of 
agreement which President Reagan has au
thorized. me to negotiate-one which keeps 
faith with his commitment to assure that 
arms control and disarmament agreements 
will be both effective and verifiable. 

The litmus test of Soviet political will in 
negotiations on a chemical weapons ban 
must be agreement on an international 
regime for systematic on-site inspection of 
key activities. The Soviets have suggested 
that they are willing to consider some 
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regime for one type of on-site inspection; 
however, we have been unable to clarify 
what sort of regime it has in mind. My judg
ment is that we are a considerable way from 
resolving the critical verification issues. 
Even if there should be a breakthrough, the 
negotiation of detailed arrangements would 
be a protracted, time-consuming effort. 

Thus, you and your colleagues are faced 
with a most difficult decision. I cannot 
assure you of an early prospect for the 
achievement of an effective and verifiable 
chemical weapons ban, given Soviet tradi
tional hostility to meaningful on-site inspec
tion, although this remains our hope. You 
must decide whether we should take out the 
necessary "insurance" that chemical weap
ons will not be used while we continue to 
pursue our goal of an effective ban. The de
cision becomes difficult when we face, as we 
do, the economic realities of the day and 
when savings in budget expenditures is the 
watchword. There is, of course, another re
ality of our time, i.e., that chemical weapons 
are being used, despite the existence of a 
ban on such use. In such circumstances, it 
would seem prudent to me to assure that 
the temptation to use such weapons will be 
minimized by the knowledge that we possess 
the capacity for a prompt and effective re
sponse in kind. 

I might add, in conclusion, that, as a nego
tiator, the public debate on the binary issue 
has the effect of reducing such leverage as 
we may have. There is no doubt that the 
Soviet Union has the overwhelming advan
tage in this field of weaponry. They have 
modernized their chemical warfare capabil
ity; whereas, we have not produced such 
weapons since 1969. In these circumstances, 
there seems to be little incentive for the So
viets to negotiate away a clear, preponder
ant advantage, particularly if they are con
fused as to our commitment to maintain a 
viable deterrent capability. There is, to be 
sure, evidence of Soviet apprehension over 
the binary weapon. Their statements in the 
Committee, and particularly those of Am
bassador lssraelyan to Congressman Be
thune, all suggest their concern over our 
possible acquisition of a modernized deter
rent capability. I hope that whatever action 
the Congress takes this year, it will be sup
portive of our negotiating efforts. 

One other factor is significant. The fact 
that the negotiations are taking place in the 
Committee-a multilateral forum-keeps 
the Soviets under a certain pressure. They 
are bothered by the growing support of the 
Group of 21 for our position-especially on 
the verification issue-and are loath to take 
public positions contrary to popularly held 
Third World views. This is, however, a thin 
advantage for us and highly volatile. At 
some point, if the Soviets decide to negoti
ate seriously, they will pay little attention 
to world opinion, and at that point they will 
be influenced only by their own perception 
of their national interests. If they perceived 
that their present advantage might be neu
tralized by our acquisition of a modernized 
and effective deterrent capability, it could 
provide a powerful incentive. 

We will keep you currently and fully in
formed of our progress here in Geneva, and 
I look forward to an early opportunity to 
appear before your Committee to give a 
more detailed report of our negotiations. 

With warmest regards, 
Respectfully, 

LoUIS G. F'IEI.Ds, Jr., 
Ambassador, U.S. Re1>Te8entative 

to the Committee on Disarnw.menL 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington. D.C., July 12, 1983. 

Hon. JoHN G. ToWER, 
U.S. Senate. 
Washington. D. C. 

DEAR JoHN: On behalf of the President, I 
want to underscore his commitment to 
achieve a comprehensive, effective, and veri
fiable chemical weapons ban. He was both 
moved and frustrated by the Parade article 
of June 26, "How The Soviets Use Chemi
cals to Wage War" and, as a result, is even 
firmer in his conviction that lack of 
progress toward an adequate U.S. deterrent 
will greatly reduce our leverage and the 
Soviet Union's incentive to negotiate a ban. 

The Vice President, in February of this 
year, addressed the Committee on Disar
mament in Geneva on our commitment to 
negotiate a complete and effective ban on 
the development, production, and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons. In addition, he 
provided a document containing our de
tailed views of the content of such a ban. A 
major challenge we face in this area is to 
motivate the Soviet Union to begin serious 
negotiations. 

A fourteen year unilateral U.S. freeze on 
chemical weapons production in concert 
with intensive U.S. arms control efforts 
have proven fruitless. Your committee's 
recent treatment of our chemical program 
request was an important step in signalling 
clearly to the Soviets that the U.S. will not 
continue its unilateral freeze indefinitely in 
the absence of an effective ban. 

The President has asked that I urge all 
members of the Congress to support only 
those alternatives, such as your committee's 
amendment, which provide a realistic oppor
tunity to move us toward the goal we all 
seek-an effective ban on chemical weapons. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM P. CLARK. 

u.s. EuRoPEAN CoMMAND, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, 

APO New York. N.Y. 
Hon. JoHN ToWER, 
U.S. Senate. 
Washington. D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Town: As you consider the 
fiscal year 1984 Department of Defense 
Budget, I want to emphasize my continuing 
great concern about the need in Europe for 
a credible chemical warfare deterrent. My 
views are as clear-cut today as they were in 
1982. The Soviets possess an overwhelming 
superiority in chemical warfare capabilities. 
Our current chemical stockpile will provide 
only a nominal deterrent until later in this 
decade when it becomes largely unusable. 
At that point there will be no deterrent 
chemical warfare capability in the free 
world. 

Fundamental to deterring a Soviet chemi
cal attack is an effective retaliatory capabil
-ity that can strike anywhere on the battle
field. That means the Bigeye Binary Bomb 
for deep targets and the 155mm Binary Ar
tillery Projectile for short-range targets. 
Chemical defense measures alone will not 
stop Soviet use of their chemical capabili
ties. We must convince the Soviets that our 
retaliatory chemical warfare capability is 
too potent for them to risk employment of 
such weapons. Furthermore, without the 
bargaining leverage provided by the credible 
retaliatory capability of the Bigeye Binary 
Bomb and the 155mm Binary Artiillery Pro
jectile, we will be unable to persuade the So
viets to outlaw all chemical weapons, our ul
timate goal in this arena. 

For the above reasons, I urge you and the 
other members of the U.S. Senate to ensure 
that funds are available in FY 1984 to con
struct the production facility for the Bigeye 
Binary Bomb and to produce the 155mm 
Binary Artillery Projectile. 

With gratitude for your continuing sup
port and all good wishes, 

Sincerely, 
BERNARD W. ROGERS, 

General. U.S. Arm!l, 
Commander-in-Chief. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment of the Sena
tor from Arkansas. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask for the yeas 
and nays, Mr. President. 

Mr. PRYOR. I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RECoRD certain let
ters from scientists and others. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JULY 11, 1983. 
DEAR SENATOR: As professional chemists, 

biochemists and biologists with expertise in 
the area of chemical warfare, we are writing 
to urge you to support the amendment 
which will be offered by Senators David 
Pryor <D-AR>. Mark Hatfield <R-OR>. Gary 
Hart <D-CO> and Thad Cochran <R-MO> to 
eliminate from the FY 1984 Defense author
ization bill $130.6 million for the production 
of binary nerve gas munitions. 

Chemical warfare weapons have generally 
been regarded by military experts as tacti
cally unreliable and strategically irrelevant. 
In addition, much of civilized leadership has 
rejected these weapons since their first use 
as hideous and inhuman and has called for a 
total ban on chemical warfare just as biolog
ical warfare has been banned. The only jus
tification for continued interest in chemical 
weapons is their application in anti-guerrilla 
warfare and their genocidal use against un
protected civilian populations. 

The Senate will only take inhuman and 
backward step if it approves in any way of 
the production of lethal chemical weapons, 
in particular, the nerve gases. This is true 
for a number of reasons: 

< 1 > The so-called binary agents are untest
ed and by their true nature are less than 
predictable and more restricted in use than 
their single <unitary> agent counterpart, of 
which we possess a more than adequate 
supply in our existing stockpile. 

<2> The major armies of the developed 
world are protected against these agents; ci
vilian populations are not. 

<3> The nerve gasses may also have as yet 
undefined mutagenic, teratogenic and carci
nogenic effects on friend and foe alike, long
range effects potentially as obnoxious as 
their immediate toxic effect. 

< 4> Any move toward production by the 
United States of binary nerve gas can only 
add a new spiral to the armaments race. 

The only answer to our concerns about 
chemical warfare is to move quickly to ban 
this form of armament. There is little doubt 
that the United States Army, except for the 
nearly moribund chemical corps, would wel
come this restriction of the horror of war
fare. The Senate can facilitate progress 
toward an agreement to ban chemical war
fare by refusing to place its stamp of ap
proval on chemical weapons. Last month, 
the House of Representatives did exactly 
that when it voted 256-161 to prohibit re
sumed nerve gas production. 
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We urge you to follow a similar path by 

voting for the amendment to eliminate 
funds for binary chemical weapons from the 
Department of Defense authorization for 
fiscal year 1984. 

Sincerely yours, 
John Edsall, 
Professor of Biochemistry, Emeritus, 

Harvard University; Gordon Orians, 
Director, Institute for Environmental 
Studies, University of Washington; 
George Streisinger, Professor of Biol
ogy, Institute of Molecular Biology, 
University of Oregon; Richard Novick, 
Director, Public Health Research In
stitute for the City of New York; 
Robert Rutman, Professor of Bio
chemistry, University of Pennsylvania; 
Franklin W. Stahl, Professor of Biol
ogy, University of Oregon; David 
Dubnau, Professor of Microbiology, 
New York University School of Medi
cine; Jonathan King, Professor of Mo
lecular Biology, Massachusetts Insti
tute of Technology. 

JULY 11, 1983. 
DEAR SENATOR: As former defense and for

eign policy officials, we are writing today to 
express our concern over the request for 
fiscal year 1984 funds for the production of 
binary chemical weapons. 

At the outset, we wish to emphasize that 
we would not question binary chemical 
weapons production if we thought such an 
action would put the United States at a dis
advantage militarily. However, it is our view 
that U.S. national security interests will be 
ill-served by producing binary weapons at 
this time. 

Earlier this year, Secretary of Defense 
Caspar Weinberger addressed the issue of 
the adequacy of our current chemical artil
lery stockpile. In a February 1, 1983 written 
response to questions from Senator Sam 
Nunn, Secretary Weinberger wrote: 

"For procurement of new artillery shells, 
the need is not one of redressing a clear lack 
of military capability. The U.S. possesses a 
stockpile of chemical nerve agent artillery 
shells, similar to the proposed M-687 binary 
round, that are compatible with modern 155 
mm. and 8-inch artillery pieces. The quanti
ty is in the range of sufficiency <at least for 
U.S. forces> and actually is higher than the 
planned acquisition quantity for the binary 
proJectile." 

We are concerned that the proposed 
binary chemical munitions may actually be 
militarily inferior to the unitary weapons in 
our existing stockpile. Because the binaries 
have never been open air-tested in their 
actual configuration, their reliability is far 
from certain. Recent test failures involving 
the proposed Bigeye binary bomb, which led 
both the House and Senate Armed Services 
Committees to delete part of the adminis
tration's fiscal year 1984 request for this 
program, underscore the importance of not 
proceeding with the production of binary 
munitions until they have been fully tested. 

Binaries also create greater logistical 
problems compared to existing chemical 
weapons because they are heavier and bul
kier, and because there are two separate 
components which must be assembled on 
the battlefield An April 29, 1983 General 
Accounting Office report to the Congress, 
entitled "Chemical Warfare: Many Unan
swered Questions," considers these factors 
and concludes: 

"The available data do not sustain the ar
gument that binaries offer substanttal tech
nical and operational advantages over exist-

ing weapons .... Army estimates indicated 
that nearly four times the space is required 
for transporting and storing binary muni
tions, compared to unitary." 

It is also far from clear whether our 
friends and alltes in Europe would be posi
tively disposed toward the prepositioning of 
binary weapons on their soil. We are con
cerned that an attempt to forward deploy 
binary chemical weapons will not only be re
Jected by our European alltes, but could also 
trigger a request for the removal of current
ly deployed unitary chemical weapons from 
West Germany. 

The foregoing points certainly suggest 
that spending blllions of dollars on the pro
curement of binary munitions does not con
stitute a judicious allocation of our defense 
dollars. In our opinion, the adequacy of our 
existing stockpile of chemical munitions, 
and the technical, operational and political 
uncertainties surrounding the proposed 
binary chemical weapons program thus 
argue strongly against funding binary weap
ons production at the present time. 

We urge you to support the upcoming 
effort in the Senate to delete the $130.6 mil
lion binary production request from the 
fiscal year 1984 defense bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rear Adm. Thomas D. Davies, U.S. 

Navy, Retired, former Assistant Direc
tor, U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency; Robert S. McNamara, 
former Secretary of Defense; Vice 
Adm. John Marshall Lee, U.S. Navy, 
Retired, former Vice Director, NATO 
Military Committee; Cyrus R. Vance, 
former Secretary of State. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask for the yeas 
and nays, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER) and the Senator from Alaska 
<Mr. MURKowsKI) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that. if present 
and voting, the Senator from Alaska 
<Mr. MURKOWSKI) would vote "yea." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
wishing to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 49, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 184 Leg.] 
YEAS-49 

Abdnor 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Boschwitz 
Bumpers 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenlci 
East 
Ex on 
Ford 
Gam 
Glenn 

Hatch 
Hawkins 
Hecht 
He run 
Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Long 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Nickles 

Nunn 
Quayle 
Rudman 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symma 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wilson 
Zorinsky 

Andrews 
Baucus 
Bid en 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cranston 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Duren berger 
Eagleton 

Goldwater 

NAYS-49 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hart 
Hatfield 
Heinz 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 

Moynihan 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Specter 
Tsongas 
Weicker 

NOT VOTING-2 
Murkowskl 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this 
vote. the yeas are 49, and the nays are 
49. The Senate being equally divided, 
the Vice President votes in the affirm
ative. The motion to table is agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to table was agreed to. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The minor

ity leader is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President. may we 

have order in the Senate? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 

is not in order. Senators are asked to 
take their seats. 

The minority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 

SENATOR JACKSON'S ll,OOOTH 
VOTE-THE VICE PRESIDENT'S 
FIRST VOTE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President. the senior 

Senator from Washington <Mr. JACK
soN) has just cast his ll,OOOth rollcall 
vote during his distinguished career in 
the House of Representatives and the 
U.S. Senate. This ll,OOOth vote is com
posed of 10,004 rollcall votes cast 
during his tenure in the Senate and 
996 rollcall votes cast during his career 
in the House. 

I assume this comes as a surprise to 
him because he did not know I was 
keeping count of his rollcall votes. but 
the landmark achieved by Senator 
JACKSON is a sign of the outstanding 
contribution that he has made to this 
body and to the people of this Nation. 

The Senator from Washington, who 
ranks third in seniority in the Senate. 
is currently serving in his sixth term. 
During this long career he has served 
in many important positions: chair
man of the Government Operations 
Subcommittee on National Security 
Policy from 1959-73; chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee in 
1960; chairman of the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee 
from 1963-80; chairman of the Senate 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investl-
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gations from 1973-79; ranking minori
ty party member, Senate Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee from 
1981-82; and currently the ranking mi
nority party member on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. 

Senator JACKSON has long been rec
ognized as a congressional expert in 
the fields of national security, energy, 
and environment. He is a leading 
spokesman for a strong national de
fense. His record of concern for 
human rights is exemplified by the 
amendment which bears his name, the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment, which 
links ·most-favored-nation status for 
nonmarket economy countries to re
spect for freer emigration. 

Mr. President, if this were being said 
about me, I would want order in the 
Senate. I want everybody to listen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ANDREWs). The Senate will be in order. 
The minority leader is talking about a 
very exemplary record of one of our 
most distinguished colleagues, and the 
Senate should be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Senator JAcKSON has also played a 

key leadership role in the passage of 
major energy legislation of our day, in
cluding the law establishing the stra
tegic petroleum reserve, the N onnucle
ar Energy Research and Development 
Act of 1974, the Natural Gas Policy 
Act of 1978, the Energy Security Act 
of 1980, and the National Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1981. 

During his illustrious career, he has 
had the opportunity to cast votes im
portant to the present and future wel
fare of this Nation. Among them were 
votes for the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 
the National Environmental Policy 
Act, the creation of medicare, and the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

I offer my hearty congratulations to 
Senator JACKSON on attaining this out
standing record of achievement. 

[Applause, Senators rising.] 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The major

ity leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I know 

that our friend from Washington 
wants to respond. I saw him on his 
feet, and I thank him for giving me an 
opportunity first to join the minority 
leader in offering congratulations to 
Senator JACKSON on this momentous 
occasion. 

I express to the Senator from Wash
ington the gratitude, I am sure, of the 
Senate, on both sides, for the extraor
dinary contribution he has made over 
the years to the direction and quality 
of the work product of the Senate of 
the United States. 

Mr . . President, while I have an op
portunity, I wish to say something 
about one who cannot respond, absent 
the unanimous consent of the Senate. · 

I observed a few moments ago that 
the Vice President of the United 
States, who is the President of the 

Senate of the United States, cast his 
first rollcall vote. 

I wish to express my congratulations 
to the President of the Senate of the 
United States and point out that this 
is the first time since November 4, 
1977, that a Vice President of the 
United States has been called upon to 
cast a vote to break a tie in this Cham
ber. 

It has always been a matter of inter
est to me that the founders of the Re
public created only one position in our 
Government in which an individual 
had his loyalties spread in two depart
ments of the Government, and that is 
the Vice Presidency. He is, of course, 
the Vice President, who is charged, as 
best I can ascertain, with inquiring 
daily of the President's health. 
[Laughter.] 

More important, perhaps, he is also 
the President of the Senate of the 
United States, and therefore a Sena
tor. 

This President of the Senate of the 
United States has conducted himself 
with great skill, with great style, and 
has shed credit not only on the Senate 
and those of us who number ourselves 
as his friend, but also on the tradition 
of great Vice Presidents of the United 
States. 

So I congratulate him on this occa
sion, and I ask the Senate to join me 
in extending our congratulations to 
the Vice President. 

[Applause, Senators rising.] 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, before 

the Senator from Washington re
sponds, I am delighted, as a fellow 
Texan, to congratulate the Vice Presi
dent on his first vote, and, as chair
man of the Armed Services Commit
tee, to congratulate the ranking mi
nority member of that committee on 
his 11,000th vote. 

I am really delighted to have the 
privilege of serving with "SCOOP" JACK
SON, who is the shadow chairman of 
our committee-and there are some 
who contend he is more real than 
shadow. In my own view, I feel his in
fluence is probably greater than that 
of any other member of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

It is a great pleasure to note that on 
his 11,000 vote, he voted the right way. 
[Laughter.] 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from Washington is recognized. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished minority 
leader, Mr. BYRD, and the distin
guished majority leader, Mr. BAKER, 
for their generous remarks. I also 
thank my chairman, Mr. ToWER, who 
has suffered with "ScooP" JACKSON 
most effectively over a long period of 
time. 

Mr. President, I did not realize I had 
reached 11,000 votes. I would have to 
engage in retroactive righteousness in 
order to justify perhaps of the 11,000 
votes. 

I might just mention, as a matter of 
history, with the Vice President in the 
chair, that I was the manager on this 
side, and I think the distingujshed 
senior Senator from Texas was han
dling it on the other side of the aisle, 
when the anti-ballistic-missile system 
was before the Senate. There was a tie 
vote on that matter, and the Vice 
President of the United State cast the 
decisive vote. 

Incidentally, that vote led to the 
antiballistic treaty. So that we do have 
significant arms control in that area. I 
think it confirms the need to have 
credibility at the conference table. 

I wish to express my appreciation to 
both sides of the aisle, because many 
of those votes were cast, especially in 
the national security area, without 
regard to an aisle separator. It will 
always be that way, because I think 
that is the heart and soul of the Amer
ican system when we are dealing with 
problems relating to the security and 
future of our Nation. 

I wish to express my appreciation to 
my colleagues for reminding me that 
the Senate, in recent years, has re
quired that Senators cast a lot of 
votes. I hope that will not be the case 
in the future, so that we can cut down 
on the number of votes; 11,000 votes in 
30 years seem to be a pretty heavy al
location. That includes my years in 
the House; but if you subtract the 
years in the House, which involved a 
little over 900 votes, the bulk of the 
votes, by an overwhelming margin, 
was in the Senate. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
in congratulations to our distinguished 
colleague from Washington. Any of us 
who join him in the gym late at night 
know that his vigor will stand him an
other 11,000 votes. 

I say to the Vice President that the 
"Hand of Providence" may have rested 
on his vote, because he opened the ple
nary session of the Committee on Dis
armament, concerning the very sub
ject about which this vote was taken 
today. 

Let us hope, as the distinguished 
Senator from Washington has said, 
that this decisive vote can end in a 
treaty that is fair and equitable and 
verifiable on both sides, on chemical 
weapons. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to join with my colleagues in 
paying tribute to the service of Sena
tor HENRY JACKSON. I have a special 
appreciation for his service as the 
second generation of my family to 
serve in the Congress with the Senator 
from Washington. My father, Lyle 
Boren, served in the House of Repre
sentatives with "ScooP" JACKSON from 
1941 until 1947. Both of us have had 
our lives enriched by having the 
chance to work with him. His friend
ship has meant much to both of us. By 
his example of dedicated public serv-
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ice, he has made a real and lasting 
contribution to his country. 

OMNIBUS DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of S. 675. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY) was prepared to bring up 
another of our extremely difficult and 
controversial and important issues, the 
B-1. I do not see him in the Chamber 
at the moment. Therefore, I suggest 
the absence of quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The acting assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
AlmREWs). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I see 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts is here and is prepared to 
offer his B-1 amendment. I think this 
is a very important vote which will re
flect whatever the clear division is of 
the Senate on the issue of the B-1, so 
I hope that Senators will pay atten
tion to the debate on this particular 
issue. 

We can dispose of it I hope in a 
fairly final way because there are a 
number of other amendments waiting 
on the disposition of the B-1 issue. I 
would expect that once that is dis
posed of, we will deal with an amend
ment on contracting and an amend
ment relating to the GI bill. 

Senator KENNEDY is here and I hope 
he will be recognized to present his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

AJIENDJIENT NO. 1470 

<Purpose: To delete funds for the B-1 
bomber aircraft> 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment on 
behalf of the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. BUMPERS), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), and 
myself and ask that it be immediately 
considered 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 

KD'lmDY), for himself and others proposes 
an amendment numbered 1470. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 18, line 23, strike out 

"$21,286,690,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$15,659,890,000". 

On page 21, strike out lines 1 through 7 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

PROHIBITION ON JIULTIYEAR CONTRACTS !'OR 
CERTAIN EQUIPJIENT 

On page 21, line 8, strike out "(b)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Sec. 108.". 

On page 24, line 11, strike out 
"$12,499,116,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$11,749,116,000". 

On page 158, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following new section: 
PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS !'OR THE B-lB 

BOMBER AIRCRAFT; REQUEST !'OR ADDITIONAL 
FUNDS !'OR THE STEALTH BOMBER PROGRAJI 

SEC. 1026. <a> None of the funds appropri-
ated pursuant to an authorization of appro
priations in this or any other Act may be 
used to carry out the B-1B bomber aircraft 
program. 

<b> It is the sense of the Congress that the 
development of the Stealth bomber is essen
tial to national security and should proceed 
as rapidly as is possible. The Secretary of 
the Air Force is directed to submit a supple
mental request to the Congress for such ad
ditional funds for fiscal year 1984 to carry 
out research, development, testing, and eval
uation in connection with the Stealth 
bomber program as he determines can effec
tively be used in such fiscal year on such 
program. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered in behalf of the 
three Senators whom I have men
tioned. I think this body is very famil
iar with the fact that at different 
times during the discussion of the B-1 
bomber the Senator from South Caro
lina has offered a similar amendment; 
at other times on appropriations bills 
the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMP
ERS) has offered a similar amendment, 
and now the three of us offer this 
amendment here today. 

I know that a number of my col
leagues both on the Armed Services 
Committee and in this body have been 
extremely active and involved in the 
whole discussion of the B-1 bomber 
issue. 

I think the arguments that we make 
today are really building upon those 
comments, those statements, those ef
forts that have been made in the past, 
and also upon some new information 
that we believe is important to this 
debate and to this discussion. 

So, Mr. President, our amendment 
proposes deleting all the funds in this 
bill for the B-1 bomber. Our amend
ment also asks that the Air Force 
submit a supplemental budget request 
for accelerating development of the 
advanced technology bomber, com
monly known as Stealth. 

We offer this amendment for sound 
strategic and budgetary reasons. Mili
tarily the B-1 is unnecessary and will 
be virtually obsolete the moment it be
comes operational. Even the most en
thusiastic advocate of the B-1 con
cedes that the plane is a stopgap, an 
interim measure, to cover the air leg 
of the triad as we make the transition 
from the aging B-52 to the new gen
eration of bombers incorporating 
Stealth technology. 

We do not need to spend the $20 btl
lion to $40 blllion on a temporary fix. I 
mean you can go back to the estimates 
that have been made by the CBO that 
the Senator from South Carolina men
tioned, and also the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. Numr> had mentioned, 
where those individual copies would 
reach the figure of some $400 mlllion 
and would amount, therefore, to a $40 
blllion purchase. 

We do not need the B-1. We have far 
more pressing needs for the money 
and, perhaps, more significantly 
spending blllions of dollars on the B-1 
may delay or even jeopardize our ac
quisition of a Stealth bomber. 

It is often said that our B-52's are 
older than the pilots who fly them, 
but that is a misleading exaggeration. 
While the first B-52 did come off the 
production line nearly 30 years ago, 
our operational B-52's today bear 
little resemblance to their predeces
sors. 

The B-52G's and B-52H's that make 
up our current strategic bomber force 
have been vastly improved over the 
past decade. Among the major up
grades are improvements in offensive 
avionics, electronic countermeasures, 
electro-optical viewing, and hardening 
against electromagnetic pulse. 

Most importantly, the air-launched 
cruise missile has given the B-52 a new 
lease on life. With cruise missiles, the 
B-52 will continue to be an effective 
strategic bomber and a vital compo
nent of our strategic nuclear deterrent 
well into the 1990's. 

Admittedly, the B-52 does have its 
limitations. It is not a pretty airplane, 
and it well deserves its pilots' nick
name of "BUF"-"Big Ugly [Fellow]," 
to use the euphemism appropriate to 
Senate debate. 

But more worrisome than the B-52's 
ungainly appearance is its large size 
and correspondingly large radar cross
section that make it vulnerable to 
Soviet air defenses which are being 
continually improved. With the New 
"look-down, shoot-down" technologies 
now being developed, the B-52's role 
as a penetrating bomber will become 
increasingly limited. 

So we do need a new strategic 
bomber; there is no question about 
that. But the B-1 is not that bomber. 
It suffers from the same technical 
shortcomings that affect the B-52. 
The B-1 is better looking, and it does 
fly faster; but it has limited maneuver
ability, and that particular limitation 
will force it to fly at relatively high al
titudes, where it can be easily detected 
by Soviet radar. Its terrain tracking 
and radar jamming gear will spotlight 
the B-1 for Soviet air defenses. In 
short, the B-1 is at best a marginal im
provement over the B-52, and it has 
the same basic deficiencies. It is 
absurd to spend $20 to $40 blllion on 
so minuscule an advance. 
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The new bomber we need is Stealth. 

It constitutes the best penetrating 
bomber for the future, and is the only 
bomber that will be able to survive the 
Soviet air defense environment of the 
1990's. Until Stealth is developed, the 
improved B-52 offers a fully effective 
and substantially less expensive alter
native to the B-1. 

I am proud to serve as a member of 
the Armed Services Committee. In the 
few months that I have been on the 
committee I have learned a great deal 
about the strengths and weaknesses of 
our defense establishment. We do 
have strengths, despite the limitations 
and lamentations of Secretary Wein
berger. We also have weaknesses, most 
particularly in the areas of readiness, 
mobility, and conventional forces. Rel
atively speaking, we are very well off 
in the area of strategic nuclear forces; 
our most pressing defense need is to 
improve our conventional forces. It 
makes no military sense to ignore the 
real deficiencies in our conventional 
force posture, while spending billions 
of dollars on a strategic bomber that 
we do not need. Our priorities are 
wrong-they are the military equiva
lent of the administration's domestic 
policy that offers tax cuts to the rich 
and budget cuts to the poor. 

The bill before us provides funding 
for five-count them, five-separate 
programs to modernize our strategic 
bomber force. These include the 
Stealth bomber, the B-52 bomber, the 
air-launched cruise missile, the ad
vanced cruise missile, and the B-1 
bomber. Of these programs the B-1 is 
the most expensive and the least im
portant. 

Now, we can all agree that some 
overlaps in our security forces are es
sential-duplication, triplication, even 
quadruplication-but this quintuplica
tion is ridiculous. 

If the Air Force wants to trade in 
the ALCM-B and accelerate produc
tion of the advanced cruise missile be
cause it fears that the present-day 
cruise missile can be shot down by the 
Soviets' SA-10, then it makes no sense 
to trade sideways from the B-52 to the 
B-1. Instead we should trade up direct
ly from the B-52 to Stealth. 

Such a trade-up also makes sense be
cause we want to be certain that we 
can afford to buy the Stealth bomber 
when it is ready for production. One 
of the most troublesome issues on the 
defense horizon-and it troubles Re
publicans and Democrats, conserv
atives and liberals-is what some ana
lysts call the "plans-reality mis
match." Simply put, there is a growing 
realization that our defense plans are 
grossly underfunded, perhaps by hun
dreds of billions of dollars for coming 
years. We are rushing blindly and fool
ishly toward a serious dilemma in the 
future-either we will have to spend 
hundreds of billions of dollars more 
for defense, or we will have to start 
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making major cuts in our blueprints 
for modernizing and improving our 
military forces. Either course could be 
an inexcusable mistake for our Nation. 
It might very well also cause a sub
stantial threat to our national securi
ty, if, 10 years from now, we find our
selves with an outmoded force of 100 
B-l's and without the funds to build 
the Stealth bomber we really need. 

Our amendment insures that such a 
mistake will not occur. It deletes all 
funding for the B-1, and asks the Air 
Force to come back to Congress with a 
supplemental budget request to accel
erate development of the Stealth 
bomber. Since the B-52 will be entire
ly adequate until the Stealth is avail
able, our national security will be best 
served by eliminating the costly and 
redundant B-1. 

Finally, there is also the serious 
question of the way the Senate and 
the Armed Services Committee have 
been misused and abused by the ad
ministration as a result of the budget 
manipulations that have marred our 
deliberations on the B-1. 

I regard David Stockman and OMB, 
and the Reagan administration, as the 
principal offenders in this budget cha
rade. But the committee must share 
the blame for permitting itself to be 
tricked by the administration's un
seemly last-ditch effort to salvage the 
B-1. 

Mr. Stockman's notorious reputation 
for cooking budget numbers is well
earned. On the present issue, Mr. 
Stockman was clearly aware of the 
timetable for congressional action. In 
particular, he was aware that if he 
confirmed the supposed $2.1 billion in 
budget savings too quickly, before 
action on the budget resolution was 
completed, the Budget Committee 
might well use the savings to reduce 
the Federal deficit. 

Even after the budget mark for de
fense was set by the budget resolution, 
Mr. Stockman still had to run the 
gauntlet of the Armed Services Com
mittee. If he confirmed the savings too 
quickly for the full committee, the ad
ditional funds would be allocated 
among the subcommittees in accord 
with the committee's established pro
cedure, and there would be little likeli
hood of assigning enough of the sav
ings to rescue the B-1 bomber. 

Instead of dealing fairly with the 
committee, Mr. Stockman convenient
ly arranged for the new OMB estimate 
to be delivered to the committee at the 
11th hour of its deliberations, long 
after the subcommittee markups had 
been completed, but just in time for 
the new-found funds to be diverted to 
the B-1. 
If it were not so serious an issue, Mr. 

Stockman's budget acrobatics would 
be comical. In the nursery rhyme, 
little Jack Homer stuck in his thumb 
and pulled out a plumb. In this case, 

"Little Dave Stockman sat in his office, 
Biding his budget time; 
He stuck in his thumb, 
Pulled out a B-1, 
and said, 'Oh, what a good boy am I.' " 

I urge my colleagues to join this 
effort to eliminate a wasteful diversion 
of scarce defense resources, and to 
move ahead with development of a 
real contribution to our strategic nu
clear deterrent. The B-1 bomber will 
be nothing more than a supersonic al
batross in the sky and in the budget, 
and it should be rejected by the 
Senate. 

A final point, Mr. President, I would 
make is that I know the argument will 
be made during this discussion that 
the research into the Stealth technol
ogy is moving as rapidly as possible 
and what we really need is the B-1 
with the follow-on for the Stealth 
technology and the Stealth bomber. 

The fact of the matter is I believe 
that were we to take this action, were 
the Senate and the Congress to accept 
this amendment, what we would find 
is that the Air Force, in committing its 
resources and its technology and the 
technology that exists in the private 
sector, can move and move effectively 
and efficiently and rapidly in filling 
this particular vacuum. 

I am seriously concerned that, 
should we continue on the path that 
we are, we are going to really, as far as 
the strategic bomber, make an impor
tant strategic mistake, because by 
committing to the B-1 we will delay 
the Stealth technology, Stealth devel
opment, and the implementation and 
deployment of that bomber into the 
Air Force and, thereby, I think, lessen 
rather than strengthen our national 
security and national defense. 

So I believe this amendment makes 
good sense from a defense point of 
view. I think it makes good sense from 
a budgetary point of view. I hope the 
Senate will be willing to accept this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think 
the issue here is very straightforward 
and clear cut. I actually want to com
mend Senator KENNEDY for offering 
this amendment because I think we do 
need to make a determination of 
whether or not indeed the Senate is 
committed to a continuation of the B-
1 program. This gives us a perfect op
portunity to know that. 

It is my understanding that the 
amendment provides the funds for the 
ATB, which is, I would say, strongly 
supported by the committee, and I 
think one that is strongly supported 
by the Senate. 

I think there are several questions 
here. The question is do we need an in
terim bomber, one that fills the gap 
between the coming obsolescence of 
the B-52 and the full operating capa
bility of the advanced technology 
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bomber. I think events will show that 
we must have the interim bomber 
while aggressively modernizing the air
breathing leg of the strategic triad. 

When one considers that there is a 
great deal of controversy over the 
modernization of the land-based leg of 
the triad. then one must conclude that 
it is prudent to do what we can to 
modernize the air-breathing leg of the 
triad. 

It occurs to me that the B-1 will 
have a useful function beyond the 
time it is no longer an effective pene
trator, and I might say probably a 
more satisfactory aircraft for delivery 
of the cruise missile than anything 
else we can think of at the moment. It 
also has the virtue of being able to 
perform conventional measures. It can 
be used in a conventional role and I 
think with some considerably military 
effectiveness. 

The B-1, I think, must be regarded 
as even a superior conventional system 
and the one that could be used very ef
fectively in an extensive role. I think 
with the growing age of the F-111 and 
the FB-111, the B-1 could be a great 
complement to the deep interdiction 
capability of those two aircraft. 

So I think there are many argu
ments for bringing the B-1 into the in
ventory. 

In the strategic area probably the 
best is that, first, we need an interim 
bomber to moderize the air-breathing 
leg of the triad and, second, that a 
mixture of the B-1 and the advanced 
technology bomber will give us added 
dimension of capability should we 
have to use these systems. That is to 
say, it complicates matters enormously 
for the Soviet defense planners. It cre
ates an additional element of uncer
tainty for them. It forces them to 
dedicate more of their resources 
through an even more complex system 
of air defense and, therefore, poses, I 
think, a more effective retaliatory 
threat than if we had only the ad
vanced technology bomber. 

Finally, Mr. President, it occurs to 
me that we could perhaps be doing the 
A TB a disservice if we tried to acceler
ate too much. I think very often Sena
tors get interested in programs and, to 
the exculsion of other programs, want 
to accelerate those that appear to 
have a great deal of promise. There is 
no question about the promise of the 
advanced technology bomber. It does, 
however, have some problems which 
are as yet unresolved. 

I think in the briefing this morning 
those problems might have been enu
merated. I was not privileged to attend 
that meeting so I have not been 
briefed on that myself. 

The fact is that the B-1 is a bird in 
the hand and one that we should seize 
at the moment. I think that if we tried 
to accelerate the ATB too much and 
spent a great deal of funding on it and 
did not achieve results as early as 
some Members of Congress might 

want, it might Jeopardize the eventual 
development of the advanced technol
ogy bomber. 

We should not move any faster than 
our technology and resources will 
permit us to move on the advanced 
technology bomber. It is a system that 
has a great deal of promise and one 
that I very, very strongly support. The 
fact that I would oppose this amend
ment represents no diminution of my 
support for the advanced technology 
bomber. 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. HART. The Senator from Texas 

is aware of the fact that as this 
bomber was originally promoted in 
Congress it had the mission of an ad
vanced technology bomber. Over the 
years since the 1970's and into the 
1980's, there seems to be a decreasing 
willingness on the part of the service 
to qualify its own commitment to the 
B-1 as a penetrating bomber, that is, 
to accept the criticism raised against 
the bomber years ago, that the attri
tion rate against Soviet air defense 
would be quite high. 

I hear increasing talk that the B-1 
in any case will be a wonderful tactical 
bomber. 

The Senator just talked about the 
bomber as an air-launched cruise mis
sile platform. 

As chairman of the committee and a 
distinguished Member, as well as floor 
manager, will the Senator from Texas 
enlighten the Senate on what exactly 
the mission of the B-1 bomber is? 

Mr. TOWER. I think the B-1 would 
have the strategic mission as a pene
trator, a mission that it would be able 
to fulfill into the early 1990's, and one 
that could conceivably be extended by 
the development of more sophisticated 
penetration aids. Indeed, more sophis
ticated penetration aids are being de
veloped now to be included in the B-1. 

In addition, it can serve as an air
launched cruise missile platform, as 
suggested. 

Further, it could serve in what we 
might call a normal defense role. It ac
tually could perform a strategic bomb
ing mission with conventional weap
ons. 

We should not proceed on the as
sumption that every strategic bombing 
mission might be or is going to be with 
nuclear weapons. It could supplement 
the deep interdiction capability of the 
F-111 and the FB-111. 

So I envision it as a multimission 
bomber. That is what Congress started 
it to be and that is what I expect it to 
be. Based on the information that I 
have now, I think it will be a valuable 
addition to our inventory. 

Mr. HART. Is it not the case that in 
at least two if not three of those mis
sions: As tactical bomber, air-launched 
cruise missile platform and strategic 
bomber using conventional bombs-

that the bomber is overdeslgned. that 
it has characteristics originally re
quired as a strategic penetrating 
bomber that are not required in those 
other three missions; that it is an over
capacity, overdeslgned aircraft for 
those follow-on missions? 

Mr. TOWER. Based on the state
ments made to me, it is not overde
signed. It is an aircraft that is careful
ly crafted to fulfill the mission to be 
assigned to it. 

Let me say to the Senator from Col
orado that I am not a professional 
expert on this system, perhaps not on 
any system. I am a layman, as is the 
Senator from Colorado. I must, there
fore, base my conclusions on profes
sional judgments. I believe the great 
weight of professional judgment holds 
that our Air Force, the men who man 
our strategic systems, deserve the best 
capability we can afford and we should 
not send them into combat with less. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I respect 
the chairman's humility-ill-placed, I 
think. He is a much greater expert 
than he holds himself to be. 

Mr. TOWER. Now the Senator from 
Colorado is Just about to set out to 
prove that I am not an expert at all. 
But he should go right ahead. 

Having said that, having set me up, I 
hope he will feel free to proceed. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, what has 
upset the Senator from Colorado is 
that the Air Force keeps changing the 
mission of the plane. It is my distinct 
impression of the last 2 or 3 years that 
the Air Force's mission and Justifica
tion for the plane have substantially 
shifted. I frankly do not find in the 
record, in the testimony and the entire 
submission of the Defense Depart
ment and its witnesses the strong sup
port for this plane, given its design 
characteristics, as a manned penetra
tion bomber. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I per
sonally do not get upset about chang
ing the nature of missions. Some mis
sions have to be changed. We changed 
the mission of the B-52. The B-52 was 
originally designed as a high-altitude 
penetrator. Everybody knows we 
cannot use it for that now. So what do 
we use it for? A low-altitude penetra
tor. It has a very limited life in that 
role. 

The B-1 can perform as a low-alti
tude performer. That is its mission. 
That is its priority mission, as I see it, 
for the immediate future. But other 
missions can be developed for this air
craft as times change, defensive capa
bilities change, and products are im
proved. 

Mr. HART. The Senator from Colo
rado concludes only on this note, that 
we are buying an airplane that is now 
intended to perform missions that it 
was not designed to perform; that, in 
fact, it will not perform the mission it 
was designed to perform; and that, fi-
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nally, in fact, it is overqualified and 
overdesigned for the missions it prob
ably will perform. 

I thank the distinguished floor man
ager. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator may seek 
the floor in his own right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SPECTER). The Senator from California 
is recognized. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, in light 
of comments from the distinguished 
manager of the bill, I was privileged to 
attend virtually all of the briefing to 
which he alluded, which took place 
this morning. In just a few words, let 
me say that repeatedly, the Air Force 
representatives who were conducting 
that briefing were asked by Senators 
the precise question that is the subject 
of this proposed amendment. They 
made clear repeatedly in response to 
those questions that not only are they 
not seeking the assistance which the 
amendment proposes; to the contrary, 
they indicated it would be very coun
terproductive; that there is no need 
for acceleration; that, in fact, time is 
required in order to achieve an ade
quate testing, an adequate assurance 
that the advanced technology bomber 
will be all that we do, indeed, hope it 
will be. 

In the interval, it was quite clear 
from the response, the explicit re
sponse to the explicit question, that 
the Air Force feels that there is an 
urgent requirement for the production 
of the B-1B bomber and that without 
it, we shall be continuing to suffer a 
real gap, that efforts to try to modern
ize the B-52 will be unavailing to fill 
that gap. 

So, in a very few words, Mr. Presi
dent, I think that Senator KENNEDY 
has offered an amendment which is 
not only not required, not solicited by 
the Air Force, but, in fact, is one 
which would be resisted by it. So I 
urge that his good intention be com
mended but that this amendment be 
defeated. It will not assist the Air 
Force; it will not assist us in achieving 
the cause of peace. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
B-1 bomber has been under discussion 
for some time. As time moves on, it be
comes less and less viable as an item of 
defense weaponry. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that the 
Budget Committee has tried its best to 
narrow into a particular focus where 
we are headed in defense and how 
much it will cost. 

If you ask the Secretary of the Army 
to list all his requirements from the 
infantry fighting vehicle to the M-1 
tank, the attack helicopter, the Patri
ot, and ammunition-all the gear to 
put a soldier on the field of battle
and then ask for the 5-year cost of the 
items using the proper inflation rate 
and the proper outlay rate; if you ask 

the Secretary of the Navy for a similar 
listing and the Secretary of the Air 
Force the same for Air Force missiles 
and planes, you quite quickly conclude 
that there is just not that much 
money in the world. So commonsense 
and reason dictate that there must be 
some give and take. You just cannot fi
nance all the particular requirements 
that every service Secretary would like 
to have for his service. So we go about, 
in a very advised way, trying to find 
out where there can be some econo
mies and where there are needs. 

One item we need, very, very badly is 
funds for conventional arms and for 
operation and maintenance. We need 
more money for F-15's and F-16's, for 
attack submarines; we need to flesh 
out the Rapid Deployment Force; we 
need to take our Reserve and our Na
tional Guard and beef it up. They are 
shy some 400,000 troops and are woe
fully inadequately prepared from an 
equipment standpoint. 

So we have many needs that we are 
not caring for. 

Then we come across a weapon that 
has now gone to a level of 41 billion 
bucks-100 planes at $41 billion, or 
$410 million a copy. 

Everyone has his way of analyzing 
costs. I was in Detroit recently, and I 
went through the Renaissance Center 
that is the core of the downtown re
newal effort. The Renaissance project 
cost $380 million. This one plane-the 
B-1-will exceed the cost of doing all 
renovation of Detroit's Renaissance 
area. 

As we look at this $410 million item, 
we should look at the assessment 
given the B-1B by none other than 
the Secretary of Defense, Caspar 
Weinberger: 

I think there is no question whatever that 
we will not be able to use the B-1 as the 
penetrator after 1990 • • • probably 1988 to 
1989, you lose the ability to penetrate unless 
someone wants to direct suicide missions, 
and that is not anything I am going to do. 

Here I am as a budgeteer, with are
sponsibility to set priorities. We have 
the President saying we need 10 per
cent real growth; we have another 
group saying 6 percent, 7 percent, we 
know our commitment to NATO is 3 
percent. Who can make sense out of 
such a hodgepodge? 

We cannot afford it all. Secretary 
Weinberger is not the only DOD offi
cial critical of the B-1. William Perry, 
former Under Secretary of Defense, 
testified as follows: 

The B-1B will be extremely useful as a 
cruise missile carrier • • • but I do not be
lieve we should delude ourselves into think
ing it is a high confidence penetrator of so
phisticated, modern air defenses that will be 
in the Soviet Union in the late 1980's and 
1990's. 

From the budgeting savings stand
point I have found a winner. I am 
trying to save $40 billion, and I have 
the Defense Department designating 
the savings themselves in the form of 

the Defense Secretary and the former 
Under Secretary, the most respected 
William Perry. 

What better testimony is needed. We 
can all talk about the briefings we 
have had. When you have been in the 
Senate 17 years, you learn that they 
will give you a briefing on most any
thing. The real need is to learn how to 
listen and learn how to seek out. 

Mr. President, we are in bad shape. 
For 15 years, the Soviet Union has 
been conducting a massive buildup of 
its military strength-ships, tanks, 
planes, and missiles. The Soviets in
vaded Afghanistan, unconscionably ex
perimented with chemical weapons in 
Laos, and we know about them also in 
Afghanistan. The Soviets have clipped 
the wings of freedom in Poland. Those 
who think we can step down in any 
way and not keep ourselves alert and 
prepared are sadly mistaken. How 
have we responded to the incredible 
Soviet improvements and actions? We 
allowed our Navy to shrink from 900 
to 500 ships. Begrudgingly, we allowed 
the Army to buy one new tank system 
and we slowly started to rebuild the 
Air Force's tactical aircraft capability. 
That has been done at a turtle's pace. 

We have begun to modernize select
ed segments of our strategic forces. 

And while we exercise detente, the 
Soviets have been having a ball. They 
are in the seventh inning stretch while 
we have yet to go to bat. We finally 
have a bipartisan consensus in this 
country that the national defense is 
important to all of us. I do not want to 
lose that momentum. Unfortunately, 
the President in his headlong rush to 
the MX missile, the B-1 bomber, 
DIV AD, and all the other expensive 
weaponry, is destroying not just the 
strategy of buying useful weapons for 
our troops but is also destroying the 
valued consensus that we had on both 
sides of the aisle to study the project
ed and realistic rebuilding of our na
tional defenses. 

There are important questions to be 
answered regarding the B-1 's pene
trating capability. Compared to the B-
52, the B-1 flies faster but its smaller 
wing area is more heavily loaded, 
making it less maneuverable and more 
sluggish than the B-52, forcing it to 
fly higher than expected and into the 
Soviet radar horizon. 

The B-1's sophisticated terrain
tracking electronics and jamming 
gear-active systems-are also sure to 
alert the Soviets to the plane's posi
tion. One might conclude that we are 
replacing the B-52 with a more vulner
able bomber at a tremendous price. 

Another consideration often glossed 
over by the B-1 proponents is the tre
mendous expenditures already under
taken to retrofit and modernize the B-
52's. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
committee, who is handling the bill, 
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knows better than I the improvements 
in B-52 offensive avionics-electronic 
counter gear measures, electro-optical 
viewing, fuselage extension, electro
magnetic pulse hardening, and an air
launched cruise missile capability. In 
fact, these improvements have cost 
more than the plane itself. There is no 
need for the B-1 as a cruise missile 
carrier or as a conventional bomber in 
lieu of the improvements that I have 
listed for the B-52. 

By canceling the B-1, we will not be 
creating a bomber gap. There are 
those who say, "Oh, Chicken Little, 
the sky is falling; we must move for
ward," or you hear that some of us are 
prodefense or are antidefense. 

I yield to no one as a pro-defense 
Senator. Anybody listening on the 
floor can join me now in my draft bill. 
I do not propose we try to draft every
one. But more than a demonstration, 
Mr. President, of military power, we, 
in this land, need a demonstration of 
willpower. Every time we go to an 
international conference, our NATO 
colleagues say, "You come here with a 
percent of money and you know and I 
know that your volunteer army is not 
working." 

I debated the issue with the distin
guished Senator from Arizona back in 
1971. We could look at the casualty 
count. At that time, you could see very 
readily that the war in Vietnam was 
being fought by the black, the poor, 
the disadvantaged. 

I countered at the time; I said, "Sen
ator, we will have in your volunteer 
army an army of the black, the poor, 
and the disadvantaged." And I might 
add, with the economic distress in this 
country, the unemployed. That is how 
this administration maintains the fig
ures for the A VF-not the skills for 
the modern sophisticated army that 
we need today. For the conscience of 
America, the most affluent of nations, 
to rely on the least advantaged in our 
society for our national defense is a 
dangerous anachronism. If we really 
want to build our defenses and we 
really want Americans committed to 
our defense, we would be calling on a 
crosssection of our society as we did 
prior to the AVF. 

So let us not talk about who is for 
defense and who is not and whether 
there may or may not be a bomber 
gap. We have over 330 B-52's, 63 FB-
111A strategic bombers, and we intend 
to procure up to 4,000 tactical aircraft 
that can carry bombs and missiles
the F-15, F-16, F-18, A-6, A-7, and 
AV -8B. No one should cry wolf about 
weakening the bomber leg of the triad 
by ridding the DOD budget of the 
waste of the B-1. 

We are building, Mr. President, a 
bomber that can and will be able for a 
long period of time to penetrate the 
Soviet defenses, and that bomber is 
the Stealth bomber. The CIA has tes
tified that there is no penetration dif-

ference between our current force of 
B-52's and the B-1 beyond the late 
1980's-the third authority I have re
ferred to now. At that time, the B-52 
and B-1 would both become standoff 
cruise missile carriers, so why build 
the B-1 when the B-52 is flying and 
accomplishing the same mission? We 
can move forward with the Stealth 
bomber. We can have it operational by 
1989. Those briefed on Stealth intelli
gence information, know the truth of 
that statement. 

If the Air Force can get away with 
using Stealth money to pay for the 
B-1 cost overruns, that is what they 
will be doing. And let me tell you what 
is soon going to happen over at the 
Pentagon, and then I will yield, Mr. 
President. I know other Senators want 
to bring this issue to a vote. The Air 
Force and its B-1 contractors will at
tempt to place some of the funds for 
the Stealth bomber into a so-called 
B-1C bomber. I want to make this 
record because we are going to face it 
in the near future. The claim will then 
be made that there is no longer a need 
to build a new Stealth bomber. The B-
1C will simply co-opt it. The $40 bil
lion for 100 B-1 aircraft will grow to 
$80 billion because we will then have a 
200 B-1 aircraft program. 

What is now inaccurately advertised 
as a $20 billion program will likely be 
an $80 billion program. There will be 
another new group saying "waste, 
fraud, and abuse." But the waste, 
fraud, and abuse start on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate-right here, this after
noon. You can look ahead to the 
future and see it coming. 

You do learn a little after being 
here. 

How about the contractors working 
on the Stealth bomber? Would they 
not be upset by this maneuver? After 
all, they are hoping to build at least 
100 Stealth bombers at $20 billion or 
so. The answer is no. The Northrop 
Corp., lead contractor on Stealth, is 
also building the F-20. All the DOD 
has to do is profess that the F-20 
fighter is a great plane-not for our 
Air Force, of course, but for export 
purposes. Help the F-20 on the inter
national market. So the profits that 
could occur from the Stealth bomber 
would be derived instead from the F-
20. Who is hurt? The American public 
and our military who get an inferior 
product. 

At best, for a 2- or 3-year period, the 
B-1 would be a penetrator and then 
lose this ability, and the Stealth 
bomber would pick up the penetrating 
job. For many politicians, this short 
time span presents no problems. When 
I consider that the B-1 will cost $40 
billion just to buy 100-mind you, 
merely buying 100, not operating 
them-I get very concerned. Forty bil
lion for 100 planes works out to $400 
million a piece for a bomber that is 
limited in a strategic role to standing 

off from its targets and firing missiles 
up to 1,500 mlles from them. That Is 
an expensive way to buy our defense, 
especially when that job can be done 
for less than $100 million a plane. It 
really hurts the taxpayer when the 
price tag jumps to $80 billion for a 200 
B-1 program. 

Why are we paying so much when 
the same job can be done for so little? 
The Pentagon refuses to answer that 
question. I do not hesitate to answer it 
at all. The issue is priority. The cur
rent administration in the Pentagon 
has one priority-to spend as much 
money as it can and hope to pass this 
misguided scheme off on the American 
public, that it is building up our de
fense capability. Nothing could be fur
ther from the truth, and our military 
leaders know that. Money does not 
equate to capability. Getting the right 
kind of soldier, the right kind of 
equipment, and keeping ready and 
trained to fight means capability. 

And in this regard, what is the $40 
billion costing us in terms of real de
fense capability. It means that we 
have roughly a 30- to 40-day supply of 
ammunition when our defense fight
ing plans say we need a 180-day 
supply. We are short over 50,000 
trucks, jeeps, and supply vehicles for 
our Army and Marines. We are build
ing new tanks at a rate of only 60 a 
month instead of the 90 a month the 
Army needs to equip its forces. We 
have no rapid deployment force. We 
are way short in ability to airlift and 
sealift supplies to our troops in Europe 
and elsewhere if war were to break 
out; thus, they could sustain in battle 
for only a very short time. Protect the 
oil in the Middle East. We can not. 
The Soviet submarine force stands at 
3 to 1 larger than ours. We buy tacti
cal aircraft for the Air Force at only 
one-half to two-thirds the level that 
they need. Our Reserve and Guard 
Forces are undermanned and poorly 
underequipped. We cut the readiness, 
training, and operating funds of all 
the services to buy a few bombers. 

Does this make good sense? Does 
this make good defense? Absolutely 
not! 

The B-52 is a great airplane. But it 
must be replaced by the mid-1990's. 
The Stealth bomber will become our 
basic strategic bomber by the early 
1990's. A $40 billion program, a $400 
million airplane, is not the answer as 
we cover the conventional bomber gap 
to be open as we retire the B-52. 

We do not need to rush and fill a 
nonexistent gap. We should take a lot 
of the $40 billion saved from canceling 
the B-1 and put it into our convention
al forces. That is the way to show our 
support to our military. That is the 
way to show our resolve to the Soviet 
Union. If we prepare ourselves to fight 
only a nuclear war, we will fight nucle
ar war. We are robbing our conven-
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tional forces to the point where we 
will never be able to use them. 

I agree with I>efense Secretary 
Weinberger that the B-1 will have 
only a very short span as a strategic 
bomber. We need to replace the B-52 
with a new cruise missile carrier with a 
command and control function by the 
mid to late 1990's. The B-1 is not that 
plane. The B-1 is not a defense priori
ty. 

Mr. President, I know that our dis
tinguished majority leader is trying to 
move things along. I have tried to help 
him move things along by staying 
away. They should already have 
passed all the appropriations bills by 
now. I hope we are not- dragging our 
feet. 

In fact, I have taken his advice and 
become a citizen Senator, out with the 
people, and it has been a truly educa
tional experience. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I really 
cannot resist; good judgment suggests 
I should and good friendship suggests 
that I must, but I cannot resist. We 
would have passed every appropria
tions bill we could, if I had known the 
Senator would stay out of town just a 
few more days. But he has been out 
running for President, and I wish him 
well-almost successful, not quite. 

I have been around that track, and I 
know a little of what he is going 
through now, and I know how much it 
strains the smile muscles, and how 
from time to time you would give 
almost anything for just a few minutes 
to yourself. 

I know what a really exhilarating 
experience it is, running for the Presi
dential nomination, but I hope the 
Senator does better than I did. 

Mr. President, I hope we can get on 
with the vote on this amendment as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I have 
listened to the remarks of the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina, 
and I have read his "])ear Colleague" 
letter. I enjoyed very much working 
with the distinguished Senator on the 
Budget Committee in the first session 
I was privileged to be here, and I agree 
with very much of what he says. 

I certainly share his point of view, 
and I would like the Senator to know 
that I appreciate the thrust of his atti
tude toward volunteer service. I think 
that in time he will be proved correct. 
The Volunteer Army as a concept is 
based on an idea that, in my opinion, 
is not correct for the long term, that 
the defense of the Nation is a question 
of will and determination more than it 
is dollars, hardware, and equipment. 

However, it sometimes becomes very 
difficult to discern between the dollars 
that are spent, the equipment that is 
bought, and the will; because if we are 
not willing to buy new, modem equip
ment for the Armed Services, we may 
never have the will or the courage to 
defend the country or to ask the 

young people of the country to do 
what is necessary to preserve the free
dom and opportunity we enjoy in this 
country. 

In the "I>ear Colleague" letter, the 
distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina tells us that the B-1 is too 
expensive. No one talks about how ex
pensive the Stealth bomber or the 
Stealth concept may be. I never hear 
anyone talk about that. It is always 
some kind of great saving. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
tells us that the B-1 will not be able to 
penetrate Soviet defenses. Yet, are we 
assured-do we know-that the 
Stealth bomber will be able to pene
trate Soviet defenses? The Senator 
from South Carolina does not tell us 
about the costs or about the limita
tions it might have. 

In other words, what we are talking 
about doing is buying something in 
the future, putting it off, instead of 
going ahead with something that is as
sured state-of-the-art technology. 

I do not come from the part of the 
country that the Senator from South 
Carolina comes from, but I have been 
told that they have a hush puppy 
down there. When the hunters come 
in and are tired of hunting and dogs 
are there, the hunters cook a little 
com and say, "Hush, puppy," and 
throw it to them at the campfire. 

I sometimes wonder if we are not 
serving up this Stealth bomber as 
some kind of figment of our imagina
tion, which we are going to get by 
1990, 1995, or the year 2000, when the 
B-52's will be 40 or 50 years old, and 
have this great flying hush puppy, be
cause we do not have one now and we 
do not know what we are talking 
about. There is no cost data. There is 
no performance data. There is actually 
no airplane that I know of. 

I think we have to ask some ques
tions such as this: 

What plane is the U.S. Air Force 
going to use to carry cruise missiles if 
commercial aircraft and the B-52's are 
aging and if they cannot be protected 
against the disabling effects of nuclear 
radiation, and so forth? I>o they have 
the payload capacity? 

If Stealth costs too much, will we 
not then be left with making do with 
the B-52, an airplane that in the 
1990's will be almost 40 years old? 

What will be the deterrent effect of 
crippling the MX program and inter
rupting an ongoing bomber production 
program? What deterrent will we 
have? 

I agree with the Senator from South 
Carolina that a lot of the idea of de
fending this country is whether we 
have the will to do it, and that is why 
I share his point of view with respect 
to the volunteer program. I think the 
country would be stronger and better 
served if the young people in the coun
try grew up knowing and were taught 
that from grade school on; that if the 

time comes, they have to answer the 
call; that they know it and grow up 
knowing it. I share that view with the 
distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. 

I think that in this case, the will and 
the necessity for the modem equiP
ment preclude our ability to decide 
now that, somehow, we can put this 
off and not build the B-1 bomber, 
which is the state-of-the-art technolo
gy, which is necessary. 

We spend much money training ex
perts in this country, in terms of our 
well trained, highly professional mili
tary officer corps, and then we never 
listen to them. 

Mr. President, the Stealth could be 
called the great flying hush-puppy. It 
is some kind of wonder weapon that 
we do not have. I think it is too risky 
for this country for us to make a deci
sion here based on thumbnail sketch 
information, based on something we 
hope to get in the future. 

Mr. President, I will summarize by 
saying that when I was in the other 
body, we had a great debate on the 
then B-1 bomber. This was back in the 
early 1970's. I recall that in the debate 
on the B-1 bomber, a senior Member 
of the House from Kansas, Joe Sku
bitz, made the argument that there 
was a $20 billion program and we were 
trying to build some 500 B-1 's. 

He made the argument that if we 
build the B-1, we hope we never have 
to use it. If we do not use it, all we 
have done is lost $20 billion, which is a 
lot of money. But at least it has pro
vided for the deterrent. It has provid
ed for the safety, and we will hope 
that we never need it. There is no way 
to know for sure whether you do or 
you do not. 

He said if we do not build the 
weapon and the day comes when we do 
not have it and we do need it, then we 
may run the risk of losing our country. 

I think this is highly risky for us not 
to complete the program that has 
been set out, that has been called for 
by numerous Presidents in the past 
and by President Reagan, and I think 
that we definitely need that in our in
ventory. It will serve this country well 
for many years. It has great versatili
ty. 

A modem bomber like this can be 
used for other kinds of more conven
tional warfare and serves, I think, as a 
great deterrent to any of our adversar
ies who might at some time make the 
mistake to underrate what the under
lying will power of the American 
people is. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECoRD the 
article "Stealth Bomber Won't Work," 
by Knut Royce of the Hearst News 
Service. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECoRD, as follows: 
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STEALTH BOMBER WoN'T WORK, CRrrlcs SAY 

<By Knut Royce) 
WASHINGTON.-The "Stealth" bomber, a 

much-ballyhooed futuristic aircraft that 
would be invisible to Soviet radar will never 
work. according to Pentagon sources famil
iar with the research. 

They said no bomber can be designed to 
escape detection flying over Soviet airspace, 
and military planners view the claim of the 
"Stealth" bomber's invisibility as a "joke," 
albeit one that is consuming hundreds of 
millions of dollars in research and develop
ment funds. 

"Stealth" became a buzz word in 1980, 
when then-Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown announced "a major technological 
advance" would soon usher in a new genera
tion of "invisible" bombers, a promise still 
advanced by lawmakers and public figures 
seeking to kill the B-1 bomber. 

Why, they argue, spend up to $400 million 
a copy for the B-1 when just around the 
comer is a new bomber that could fly 
through defenses with impunity? 

Although denied by Brown at the time, 
his announcement was widely interpreted as 
a ploy in the heat of the presidential cam
paign to counter claims the Carter adminis
tration was "soft" on defense because it had 
killed the B-1 bomber. 

Pentagon skeptics said the Reagan admin
istration has continued the project in order 
to bail out Northrop Corp., which has been 
selected the prime contractor for research 
and development of the "Stealth" bomber. 
That company has admitted losing $350 mil
lion building F-50 fighters for the foreign 
market. 

The funding to Northrop-which one 
source estimated as much as $750 million 
for 1982-is through so-called "black" 
money, highly classified amounts funneled 
secretly through several Defense Depart
ment agencies. 

All this secrecy, according to the defense 
sources, is much ado about nothing. 

The sources said there have been no new 
technological breakthroughs, and that if 
the U.S. waits for the "Stealth" bomber to 
be developed before going ahead with a new 
generation of bombers to replace the aging 
B-52s, it may have to wait forever. 

The sources said the "Stealth" coating 
that would absorb radar waves rather than 
bouncing the signal back would have to be 
between 2 and 4 feet thick to foil Russia's 
old-fashioned, search radars. 

Ironically, the Soviet capabilities to detect 
"Stealth" can be traced to reluctance to 
throw anything away. Mter World World II, 
Russia built a vast network of long-wave 
radar installations and hundreds still exist. 

These radar installations emit wave
lengths of 8 to 16 feet, as opposed to the 
more modem U.S. network based on shorter 
waves measured in inches and smaller dish 
antennas. Successful "coating" to absorb 
radar must be at least one-fourth as thick as 
the length of the radar wave. 

The coating is a plastic substance embed
ded with fibers that conduct the radar 
waves. By dissipating the waves into the 
coating there would be little bounceback to 
the radar, and the signal would be weak. 

Similarly, shaping an aircraft to deflect 
radar echoes away from the searching 
radars can be moderately effective only 
against shorter-wave radars. 

"Stealth" technology dates back to 
German developments at the end of World 
War II and was not lost on the U.S. mili
tary. For many years after that the Defense 

Department quietly worked on "Stealth" re
search, with much of it in the open. 

Then, in the mid-1970s, a test pilot work
ing at the Pentagon convinced his superiors 
that a small, 15,000-pound airplane should 
be built to incorporate "Stealth" tech
niques. Its mission would be to penetrate 
enemy lines, conduct some surveillance, and 
perhaps do a little strafing as well. 

But to fund the project, the Pentagon de
cided to dip into its "black" money. From 
that moment everything became highly 
classified, and the word "Stealth" first crept 
into the vocabulary of a few officials famil
iar with the project. 

In 1980 word leaked out that something 
unusual was going on, and Brown an
nounced the U.S. was developing the tech
nology to apply to all aircraft, including 
bombers. 

Unlike the original small plane that 
launched the top-secret "Stealth" program, 
the "invisible" bomber currently under 
design is a 550,000-pound behemoth, larger 
still than the B-52. 

With such a large bomber, the use of 
"Stealth" techniques is virtually impossible. 
Even if it were possible, the plane could still 
be detected and intercepted, the radar ex
perts said. 

Civilian Stealth applications-mostly on 
automobiles to avoid police radar-have 
shown that, at best, they can buy the speed
ing motorist a hundred yards or so of re
duced detection range. Ultimately, even the 
weak police radars will pick up the automo
bile. 

And while "Stealth" coatings for cars oc
casionally hit the market, they have never 
enjoyed the popularity of so-called "fuzz
busters," which warn the motorist that a 
police radar gun, with a range of about 250 
yards, is about a mile away. 

Edward Teller, a nuclear bomb specialist 
and a widely acknowledged hawk on defense 
issues, hinted in a Wall Street Journal arti
cle shortly after Brown's announcement of 
a breakthrough in "Stealth" technology 
that he was skeptical the "Stealth" bomber 
would work. 

"At least one proposal for a countermeas
ure exists," he wrote. "This method appears 
obvious and does not even require any ex
tensive technological effort in order to allow 
the Soviets to detect, localize and destroy 
'Stealth' bombers. Unfortunately, the rules 
of classification do not permit me to de
scribe this countermeasure concept." 

Mr. SYMMS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, 

should we ask our pilots to fly an out
dated aircraft against a sophisticated 
air defense? Certainly not-yet that is 
the question we keep returning to as 
we continue to debate the pros and 
cons of producing the B-1B bomber. 

I firmly believe that, Mr. President, 
we need a new bomber and the B-1B 
has proven itself in every aspect to be 
ready to step in where the B-52 has 
left off. 

Many of the arguments we hear 
today against the B-1B bomber were 
used against the B-52 bomber three 
decades ago. In 1953 we heard that-

No decision has been reached yet, but a 
proposal is circulating around USAF head
quarters to eliminate all but a small part of 
the Boeing B-52 production program. Feel
ing in some USAF quarters is that the dif
ference between B-47 and B-52 performance 
is not worth the cost of the B-52. SAC also 

anticipates getting supersonic bombers soon 
enough to make the B-52 strictly a short in
terim measure. 

The B-52 has been a fine airplane 
but it is an old airplane and it is a fact 
that, like any machinery, the older an 
airplane is the more it costs to main
tain. In addition, it was designed as a 
high altitude bomber, not a low-flying 
penetrator. 

On the other hand, the Stealth air
craft is so highly classified that very 
little is known about it and enormous 
expenditures and much time will be 
required before we can reach the 
degree of confidence that we have in 
the B-1B bomber today. 

The argument in favor of the B-1B 
bomber is overwhelming. Those who 
contend that the B-1B should not be 
built obviously are turning their backs 
on clear evidence and demonstrable 
facts: The B-52 force is fast becoming 
obsolete and unreliable, and will cost 
billions of dollars if we are to keep 
them operational. 

That brings us back to this reliable, 
tested and effective airplane. The B-1 
gives us the capability of penetrating 
Soviet air defenses flying as low as 200 
feet above ground with highly sophis
ticated avionics, a much larger payload 
capacity than the B-52, and such a 
small radar cross section so as to be 
very difficult, if not impossible to 
detect. 

We should never lose sight of the 
fact that peace through strength is 
the only proven path we can follow in 
today's world: The Soviet leadership 
has not wavered in their drive for mili
tary supremacy-that has to be made 
clear as we look at the options avail
able to us by which we can provide for 
a rational defense of all Americans' 
freedom. 

To negotiate an effective arms con
trol treaty with the Soviets, we need 
the triad and a versatile and potent B-
1B force will give us a solid foundation 
from which we can negotiate. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, our 
vote today for the B-1 will send the 
Soviets a clear signal of our firm reso
lution not to fall behind in the defense 
of our freedom, which we have en
joyed for the past 200 years. 

Mr. SYMMS. I appreciate the Sena
tor's remarks, and I agree with what 
the Senator from Nebraska has said. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I shall be 
very brief because this issue has been 
argued the 9 years that I have been in 
the Senate. I know of nothing new 
that can be added, only to say that I 
am disappointed that we continue to 
argue about it, that we continue to 
make the decision on weapons systems 
which is never to build them, to delay 
and delay decade by decade while the 
Soviet Union continues to build in 
every category of weapons systems. 

I only remind my colleagues on this 
issue where we hear that we should 
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not build the B-1 and we should move 
to a more advanced bomber that the 
same arguments were heard in this 
body by those who opposed the B-52. 
The faces change, the names change; 
the arguments do not. 

We find the same rhetoric that the 
B-47 was adequate and that the B-52 
would only be an interim bomber until 
we came up with a more advanced and 
a better strategic bomber. All we have 
done is change the names. 

Now we talk about the B-52 being 
adequate; even though it was only 
going to be interim, it has been around 
for 30 years. Many of the crews who 
were flying it were not born when it 
became operational. It is an old air
plane. It is not adequate into the 
1990's. Certainly it will fly. DC-3's still 
fly as well. 

But we simply cannot play this game 
over and over and over again of always 
deferring for something better and 
never building deterrence because I 
will guarantee you if we make this de
cision, if we eliminate the funds for 
the B-1 and we wait for this Stealth 
that will not be ready before 1995, no 
matter how much money we spend on 
it, the technology, just the aerody
namics of it. The Senator from South 
Carolina and I debated this many 
times in the Appropriations Commit
tee. I happen to have flown a few air
planes over the last 30 years and do 
know something about their charac
teristics. I do not care. I will be willing 
to bet anyone in this Chamber that we 
will not have an operational Stealth 
type aircraft before 1995 no matter 
how much we spend on it. Certain 
technology we cannot accelerate re
gardless of the amount of money. 

But what will we have if the Senate 
makes this decision today to eliminate 
funds for B-1 on the hopes of some 
future bomber? Thank goodness we 
did not do that with the B-52; it has 
been rather helpful to have around for 
the last 30 years. But then you will 
find Senators a decade from now argu
ing that we should not build the 
Stealth because they have one just 
around the corner after the year 2000 
that will be better. 

That has happened over and over 
and over again in this body. We have 
argued about a replacement for the 
Minuteman III for more than a decade 
while the Soviets build three new 
weapons systems. Let us have a bird in 
the hand for once. We simply do not. 

Let us not make the mistake again. 
For once let us make a decision and 
build the capable bomber and not rely 
on the 30-year-old aircraft and the 
hopes of some technology springing 
out of the woodwork in 1990. It will 
not happen. 

My colleagues should look at the 
record and they will find, as I said, the 
exact same remarks being made about 
the B-52 that are being made about 
the B-1. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 
of all, let me say that if we were to go 
back to the debate in the 1940's about 
a follow-on bomber to the B-29 we 
would have heard a lot of the same ar
guments to which the Senator from 
Utah has just alluded. He said, "I bet 
you heard the same arguments when 
we started to build the B-52 that you 
are hearing now about the B-1." I do 
not doubt it. We probably did. 

But the Senate, the Congress, and 
the Defense Department have been 
wrong about half the time since the 
end of World War II about bombers. 
There were a lot of people who stood 
on the floor of this body in the late 
1940's and said that the B-36 is not 
the bomber we should build. 

But the other side prevailed and we 
started building the B-36, only to re
place it with the B-47 almost immedi
ately after production was initiated. 
And all the money we spent on the B-
36 was an absolute, utter, irreversible 
waste. 

Then some of you will remember, if 
you go back and check the record, that 
some of the debate that you hear here 
today was also made when we started 
to build the B-70. Now it was the im
proved B-52 that stopped the debate 
on the B-70. I think we built one or 
two prototypes of the B-70. Now we 
have built the B-47, the B-58 and the 
B-52 since the end of World War II. 
We should not have built the B-36. 
We did. We are sorry. We did not build 
many of them. And we did not build 
the B-70. 

So the fact that we are having a 
debate here about whether we are 
going to build the B-1 or the Stealth, 
or both, is a very legitimate debate. 
There is plenty of precedent for it, 
and there are as many good examples 
on the side of not building the B-1 as 
there are on the side of building it, so 
far as the past mistakes we have made 
in selecting weapons systems for pro
duction. 

Mr. President, let me say also at the 
outset that it is a curious phenomena 
in this country that any time you 
oppose the Pentagon or something it 
wants you are considered to be a liber
al, a dove, a host of other negative 
things that people tag you with. But I 
will tell you something. I have been in 
public life now 13¥2 years and I have 
yet to run across an American citizen, 
let alone a colleague in Congress, or all 
the people I talked to in the years I 
was Governor of my State who has 
said he favors unilateral disarmament, 
who has said he favors a weak Amer
ica, who has said that he does not 
favor a strong deterrent. 

But a few of us who believe very ex
pensive weapons systems that we do 
not think give us a very big bang for 
the buck will persist in our efforts. 

The reason the B-1 has been around 
so long, and the Senator from Utah 
said we have been debating this since 

1977, is that the arguments we made 
in 1977 are just as cogent, just as per
suasive, just as compelling now as they 
were in 1977. 

As a matter of fact, they are much 
more so because this plane was going 
to cost $100 million in 1977, and now 
the procurement plan for 1984 that we 
are proposing to strike here is $3.8 bil
lion for 10 airplanes; $3.8 billion in 
this budget for next year for 10 air
planes. You do not have to be an Ein
stein to know that that comes out to 
$380 million per plane for those we are 
going to buy next year. 

But that is not all the story. There is 
a lot more in here for R&D. There is a 
lot more in here for advance procure
ment and associated spares, and the 
total amount of funding in this bill for 
the B-1 is $7 billion. 

Well now, the Pentagon will tell you, 
"Yes, it is true the first planes we are 
going to buy cost a lot more. They do 
cost over $400 million each." 

Just stop and reflect, does that not 
blow your mind, $0.4 billion for one 
airplane? 

Incidentally, Mr. President, when I 
was talking about the B-36 we built 
and the B-70 we did not build, it re
minded me of a really dramatic debate 
on the floor of the Senate on whether 
we were going to build an antiballistic 
missile system in North Dakota. Some 
of you will recall we voted to spend $6 
billion to build an antiballistic missile 
system in North Dakota by one vote. 
That appropriation measure passed 
the Senate by one vote, and there 
were some people who said, "This will 
not work and we are wasting $6 bil
lion." 

The cry went up, "You doves are 
just waiting for the Commies to come 
and take us over." 

Well, what happened was we started 
dismantling that ABM site before we 
finished it. We dismantled that anti
ballistic missile system in North 
Dakota after we spent $6 billion be
cause we knew it would not work. But 
a lot of people, always afraid that the 
next time they ran somebody was 
going to say, "Well, he is antidefense, 
he is for a weak America," voted for 
that unworkable antiballistic missile 
defense. 

The truth of the matter is when you 
vote funds for some of these weapons 
systems you are indeed weakening 
America because you are spending 
good, hard-earned tax dollars for sys
tems that give this country not one 
extra ounce of security. 

I favor the Stealth bomber and I 
have ever since I first heard about it, 
and I am going to continue to favor it. 
The briefing I got this morning con
vinced me that at least so far I am still 
right on that one. 

I have voted for every appropriation 
for the Trident submarine because I 
favor the Trident submarine program. 



18978 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 13, 1983 
I have voted for money for the D-5 

missile because I think the D-5 missile 
makes a lot more sense than the MX. 

I am for a bigger Navy. I am for the 
cruise missile. Out of the hundreds of 
weapons systems in this bill, I favor all 
of them but three or four. But I do not 
favor the B-1 bomber and I do not 
favor the MX missile because I think 
they are wasting our money. 

Mr. President, when I talk to some 
of the people in the Pentagon about 
the B-1, I admire their expertise and 
sometimes I admire their candor; 
sometimes I do not admire their 
candor because I do not think they 
level with us. But, for the most part, 
they are men who honestly and fer
vently believe in what they are doing. 

But bear in mind that those noble 
men in blue over there do not operate 
under the same kinds of budget con
straints that you and I do. When my 
kids used to go to the candy store, if 
they had 50 cents they had to pick and 
choose what they were going to buy. 
But if I gave them $10, they did not. 
They could buy a little of everything. 

So here we are in a similar situation. 
We have budget constraints, and the 
question here involves hard choices. 
Put the best face on the B-1 and 
assume that it will penetrate the 
Soviet Union until, as they say, the 
1990's. Now, incidentally, I practiced 
trial law for 18 years before I got into 
politics, and I learned as a lawyer to be 
very careful about what somebody 
says. Semantics can be very deceptive. 

When DOD says that the B-52 will 
be good into the late eighties, you can 
bet your bottom dollar it will be good 
at least into the late eighties because 
they want to get rid of the B-52 as 
soon as they can. 

But when they say that the B-1 will 
penetrate the Soviet Union into the 
1990's, you can bet your bottom dollar 
that is the early 1990's, because if they 
had any confidence at all that the B-1 
would penetrate the Soviet Union past 
1995 they would tell you it will pene
trate the Soviet Union into the late 
1990's, and they do not say that. 

So I have to believe that it is the 
early 1990's. As a matter of fact, I am 
willing to take the Secretary of De
fense at his word because he testified 
before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee that he would not dare put 
an American airman's life at stake in a 
B-1 attempting to penetrate the 
Soviet Union after 1990. 

I also have to believe that when he 
went back to the Pentagon that he 
was placed in the woodshed by the 
generals, who said, "Mr. Secretary, 
you may have just killed the B-1, be
cause if Congress does not believe the 
B-1 will penetrate the air defenses of 
the Soviet Union past 1990, you are 
looking at a very narrow window be
tween the time the B-52 will not pene
trate and the time the B-1 will not 
penetrate, maybe 2 years. Congress 

may be dumb but they are not stupid, 
and they are not going to spend $40 
billion on an airplane to penetrate the 
Soviet Union for only 2 years." 

So all of you around here who pay 
attention know the Secretary held a 
press conference and said, "I misspoke 
myself." He did not say precisely how 
long the B-1B is going to be able to 
penetrate. He just said beyond 1990. 

Much is made of the fact that the 
Stealth and the B-1 will cost about 
the same amount of money in today's 
dollars. In other words, if the Stealth 
bomber were to the point where we 
could start building it today it is esti
mated that it would cost just about 
the same amount of money as the B-1. 
But that is relevant only if these two 
planes are equal in their capabilities. 
If they have the same capability 
though, then we do not need the 
Stealth. 

They both cost the same amount of 
money, but nobody here would argue, 
and certainly the Air Force does not 
argue, that they are the same plane 
and each has the same capability. 
What we are talking about are cost fig
ures only. 

But if they are not the same, and 
the Stealth is to become our penetrat
ing bomber, then we do not need the 
B-1. 

I do not think the Air Force knows 
itself how long the B-1 will penetrate. 

I think that simply because the Air 
Force perceives that it is under no 
budget constraints it says, "We want it 
all. We want both bombers." 

So far as I can recall, since the end 
of World War II this country has not 
embarked on two bomber programs at 
the same time; but today we are talk
ing about a double ton of money for 
Stealth and about a double ton of 
money for the B-1 which will not give 
us one single additional ounce of secu
rity. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. TOWER. Were not the B-52 and 

the B-58 both produced at the same 
time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am sorry. 
Mr. TOWER. Were not the B-52 and 

the B-58 both produced at the same 
time? You say we have not produced 
two bombers at the same time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I think the Senator 
is right. 

Mr. TOWER. Actually the B-52 is 
the follow-on. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The B-52 was the 
follow-on. 

Mr. TOWER. The B-57 was the 
follow-on for the B-52. 

Mr. BUMPERS. What happened to 
that plane? 

Mr. TOWER. McNamara canceled 
it-the B-58 Hustler, I beg your 
pardon. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
want my colleagues to look at what we 

are getting for our money. Air Force 
officials want both planes. They want 
the B-1 and they want the Stealth and 
they are telling us that the Stealth's 
initial operating capability could be in 
the early 1990's. 

Now, .if that is true, you can bet, 
since they want the B-1 now, they will 
be willing to fight for the Stealth 
later. They know that most of us are 
committed to the Stealth, but they are 
willing to fight that battle later. The 
one they are interested in right now is 
the B-1. And when they say early 
1990's for delivery of the Stealth, you 
can bet your bottom dollar that is the 
very latest date they think it will be 
operational. 

There is $472 million in this bill for 
continuing modernization of our B-
52G and H bombers, and we have been 
spending hundreds of millions of dol
lars a year for as long as I can remem
ber to put electronic countermeasures 
and other new equipment on the B-
52's so they will continue to be able to 
penetrate. 

Mr. President, the Air Force will tell 
you that it needs the Stealth, and that 
they want it and they think it will do 
what most of us hope it will do. But 
bear in mind that this is going to be 
one of the last times, along with the 
defense appropriations bill, that we 
are going to get a chance to deal with 
this B-1B issue. This is the next to the 
last chance that this body is going to 
be able to save the taxpayers of this 
country somewhere between $28 bil
lion in constant fiscal year dollars, and 
$40 billion in then-year dollars, accord
ing to the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

One of the reasons President Carter 
canceled the B-1 was not just the cost 
of $100 million a copy, which we 
thought was prohibitive at the time, 
but because the cruise missile on B-
52's would penetrate the Soviet Union 
into the 1990's. I saw in the paper the 
other day that we have already de
ployed our first squadron of B-52 
bombers with cruise missiles on board. 
I am for the cruise missile because I 
think it is one of the most revolution
ary weapons systems of the century. 

We may decide at some point in the 
not too distant future that we do not 
even need a penetrating bomber. All 
we may need is a standoff bomber that 
can unload about 20 cruise missiles 
which hopefully someday will be accu
rate enough that we could put one in 
the Kremlin dining room if we wanted 
to. It is a great weapons system, and 
we talk about how great it is, and yet 
we are not willing to cancel the B-1 
bomber which cannot get to its target 
until 7 hours after the war is over. As I 
heard a former Senator from this body 
tell the President in the Oval Office 
one day, all the B-1 can do is make the 
rubble bounce a little higher. 
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In any event, the B-52's can carry 

cruise missiles through the late 1990's, 
if you want to use them for that. 
Nobody is suggesting that. But that is 
a lot of firepower and it is a good way 
to save $40 billion. 

Did you know that the research and 
development on the B-1 is not going to 
be complete until 1987? And yet we are 
supposed to deploy alllOO by 1988. 

Incidentally, for a long time we were 
not going to get these planes deployed 
initially until 1987. Now, in order to 
stretch out that window again, the 
Pentagon says we can do it by 1986. 
They have done their very best to 
stretch what was originally a 2-year 
window between the end of the pene
trating capabilities of the B-52 and 
the B-1, and they have got it out to 
about 5 years now. That is how badly 
they want the B-1. 

IIave you ever heard of a program 
where you finish the plane and start 
flying it before you can complete your 
research and development on it? Well, 
that is the case here. The Air Force 
says they will not have their R&D 
completed until 1987, and yet we are 
told they are going to have this plane 
operational and a squadron of 18 de
ployed in 1986. 

Did you know that the first actual 
flight test of the B-1 will not take 
place until the 50th B-1 is in produc
tion? Does that make sense to any
body here? 

Supporters of the B-1 contend that 
it is not necessary to finish R&D 
before we start producing these 
planes; that it is so similar to the B-lA 
that there cannot be any surprises. 
But the Air Force, in a May 9 letter 
from Lieutenant General Skantze, Air 
Force Chief of Staff for Research, De
velopment, and Acquisition, to Senator 
JOHNSTON, admits that the B-lB air
frame is only 80 percent common with 
the original B-lA and that the defen
sive avionics are only 62 percent 
common with the B-lA. Does that 
make you feel more comfortable now, 
knowing that we are relying on what 
we learned from the B-lA even 
though the defensive avionics is only 
62 percent compatible, and yet we are 
going to be in production on the 50th 
plane before we have a test flight? 

We know that the flight tests for de
fensive avionics are the things that 
will determine the B-l's ability to pen
etrate and survive, and we know that 
that tests will not even begin until the 
summer of 1984 at the very earliest. 

We also know that the GAO has 
concluded that the central integrated 
test system <CITS>, which is the on
board computerized system that is key 
to in-flight monitoring and mainte
nance, never performed up to stand
ards in the B-lA. So what has the Air 
Force done about the CITS for the B-
1B? Well, originally, this program was 
required to find effective line replacea
ble units 95 percent of the time and 

that requirement has now been re
duced to finding defective LRU's 65 
percent of the time, or a defective 
cluster of four LRU's 95 percent of the 
time. That is a 30-percent reduction in 
the requirements for the CITS. 

We know that the B-lB has experi
enced the same problem a lot of us 
Senators have. That is a weight prob
lem. It is up now to 480,000 pounds. 
Well, 480,000 pounds does not mean 
anything to me, but I can tell you 
what it means to the Air Force. First 
of all, there is no corresponding in
crease in the thrust of the engines on 
the B-1 to make up for that increased 
weight. They are the same engines 
with a lot more weight. 

It has four engines made by General 
Electric out in Ohio, and each engine 
produces 30,000 pounds of thrust, for a 
total of 120,000 pounds. That works 
out to a 4-to-1 weight-to-thrust ratio, 
which is very low. 

In comparison to the B-lB's 25 per
cent thrust to weight ratio, the figure 
for the B-58 was 45 percent, and for 
the F-111 50 percent. Even the 727, 
which I ride home every Friday after
noon, has a 30-percent thrust-to
weight ratio. 

So you can expect the B-1 to be 
fairly slow and cumbersome and not 
the hotrod we have been told it was 
going to be. 

Finally, we know that the B-1 will 
rely almost exclusively on an active 
radar system that will increase the 
ability of the Soviets to pick it up and 
track it. 

Mr. President, later on, when this 
amendment is defeated, Senators 
NUNN and JoHNSTON are going to offer 
an amendment to stop multiyear fund
ing for the B-lB. Everybody here re
spects Senator NUNN. lie is one of the 
most respected members of the Armed 
Services Committee, and I hope people 
in this body will pay attention to what 
he has to say. 

Senator JOHNSTON has already of
fered this amendment and has taken 
the time to research this whole thing 
very carefully. 

I do not want to preempt their 
amendment but I will tell you one 
thing they are going to argue, and it is 
about as compelling an argument as 
you can get. That is their response to 
the Air Force's contention that by 
going to multiyear funding on the B-1, 
we will save $1.5 billion. 

There are to schools of thought on 
that, whether it is $800 million or $1.5 
billion, but we always give the Penta
gon the benefit of the doubt. 

What defense officials do not tell 
you is that because of all the strategic 
weaponry we are building, they have 
had to cut back on procurement on a 
whole host of conventional weapons, 
and that these cuts total $2.5 billion. 

That is what my mother taught me 
was pennywise and pound foolish. 

Mr. President, I have been appalled 
ever since I have been in the Senate, 
and I used to be on the Armed Serv
ices Committee and enjoyed my tenure 
there, at the sums of money we spend 
on exotic weaponry while we contin
ually allow our conventional weaponry 
to go begging. We should not even 
think about cutting back on procure
ment, at a cost to the American tax
payer of $2.5 billion, of those things 
that would be absolutely necessary if 
the Soviets should, God forbid, ever 
decide to sweep across Europe with 
their massive tank and infantry forces. 

Finally, there is this argument to 
make that we ought to build the B-1 
because we need a conventional 
bomber. 

That is an argument that really 
makes no sense to me. No. 1, if we 
need a conventional bomber, let us not 
spend $400 million for one. All we 
would want is a bomber that can fly 
long distances at high altitudes and 
drop conventional bombs. I promise 
you there are a lot of aircraft builders 
in this country that will build you a 
plane that will do that for a lot less 
than $400 million a copy. 

The second thing is, we are not 
building this plane to be a convention
al bomber. The whole rationale is to 
build a penetrating bomber, and it has 
two things wrong with it. It costs $400 
million and it will not penetrate. 

And, finally, what does the B-1 give 
you as a conventional bomber that you 
are not going to get with the Stealth? 
The answer: Nothing. 

Let me just make this additional 
point: Why would we want a conven
tional bomber? If push comes to shove 
with the Soviet Union we are not 
going to use a conventional bomber. 
So what do you want it for? You 
would want it for the same reason 
some people want to bring those old 
battleships out of mothballs, to shoot 
at people that cannot or will not shoot 
back. We would not be building a new 
conventional new bomber for any per
ceived kind of warfare in Western 
Europe. 

So where does that leave us in the 
nineties, when we are already selling 
the Saudis, for example, AWACS and 
the F-15 which will give them the 
same air defense capability we have, 
which we call look down, shoot down? 
By 1990 it is anticipated that 20 na
tions are going to have the atomic 
bomb, and who knows who is going to 
have AWACS besides the Saudis? 
There is only one reason to buy a fleet 
of AWACS and that is to develop that 
look down, shoot down capability. 

So where does that leave the B-1 in 
the nineties after we bring on the 
Stealth? The Pentagon says, it will not 
penetrate the Soviet Union in the 
nineties. It could only be used as a 
conventional bomber. Yet even a 
number of the less-developed countries 
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are likely to have the ability to shoot 
it down in the nineties. One could use 
the Stealth bomber for a conventional 
bomber if one wanted to and they 
could not shoot it down. 

Mr. President, I am finished. I am 
ready to yield the floor and give some
body else a chance to talk. We are 
about to make a bad mistake. We are 
about to embark on the building of a 
weapons system that does not improve 
this country's national security. 

There is a follow-on substitute that 
is available that will give us the securi
ty we want at the same cost. So why 
are we doing it? 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BUMPERS. I yield. 
Mr. HART. I am trying to recollect 

the years the Senator was on the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. BUMPERS. 1976. 
Mr. HART. Does the Senator recall 

the justification used by the Air Force 
on this bomber at that time, to be a 
follow-on manned strategic bomber 
against the Soviet Union? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I did not under
stand the Senator. 

Mr. HART. Was the justification 
used by the Air Force at that time for 
the bomber that it was to be a follow
on manned strategic bomber to attack 
the Soviet Union? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely. 
Mr. HART. And were the character

istics, the rather expensive character
istics, of this plane not incorporated in 
the design to achieve that mission, 
that purpose? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely. 
Mr. HART. The Senator's eloquent 

statement points out that the mission 
has shifted but design has not shifted 
very much except, in some respects, 
the capability. But the mission is 
clearly going toward what is usually 
called a tactical bomber. 

The question I have for the Senator 
is, Is the record of the past 5 or 6 
years, since this was clearly designed 
to penetrate the Soviet air defenses, or 
to seek to, and now the studies have 
shown that the attrition rate is so 
high that it probably cannot achieve 
that mission, and probably would not 
even be used for that purpose, that 
now the mission is shifting to that of 
tactical bomber but what we have is a 
bomber not designed as a tactical 
bomber and a very expensive strategic 
bomber whose mission is now being 
justified for other reasons without re
quiring that kind of technological so
phistication? Is that not correct? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. The arguments for it 
continue to change based on those ar
guments leveled against it. 

Mr. HART. Is it the Senator's under
standing that we really do not need a 
bomber with all this sophistication 
and all this capability and all this ex
pense to carry cruise missiles? 

Mr. BUMPERS. If the Senator will 
recall, when we first entered into the 
SALT talks with the Soviet Union, we 
were considering using 747's to carry 
cruise missiles beeause a 747 is gener
ally considered to be quite capable of 
carrying-retrofitted, reconfigured
up to 35 cruise missiles. The L-1011 
and the DC-10 were also considered as 
cruise missile carriers. So the answer is 
obvious, you do not need much of an 
airplane to carry a cruise missile. 

Mr. HART. In other words, Mr. 
President, what you need is a big bus. 
You do not need a sleek, new carrier, 
you need just a big bus. Those other 
planes the Senator mentioned are 
probably better cruise missile carri
ers-cheaper, more cost effective and 
all the rest. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is 
right. I see the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) over 
there. I always have a warm feeling in 
my heart for him because he helped 
me when I was asking for $50 million 
one late night when we were debating 
the defense appropriations bill. I was 
trying to get $50 million for the Penta
gon, which they said they needed to 
test, I believe it was, the 747 and the 
DC-10. They wanted to test some way 
of reconfiguring those planes, and do 
some tests to see whether they could 
carry the cruise missile. 

We did not get the $50 million, but 
we got part of it. To tell the truth, I 
do not know what happened, but I 
have reason to believe those two 
planes are just as capable of carrying 
the cruise missile now as they were 
then. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, once 
again, we are launching into a debate 
on the B-1 bomber. Time and again, 
we have discussed this issue and, time 
and again, this Senate and this Con
gress have voted, very wisely in my 
judgment, to sustain this program. 

There are no new arguments against 
the B-1-only the repetitions of those 
who do not believe in its mission or ca
pabilities, or who believe we should 
not spend the money because some
thing better is coming down the road. 

For those of us who have consistent
ly supported the timely upgrading of 
this leg of the triad, Mr. President, 
there is a new argument-an argument 
that is being provided to us by men 
and women across the country who 
are working hard at the job of produc
ing the B-1B bombers already author
ized and funded by Congress. 

I am proud to say that many of 
those men and women are in Oklaho
ma, at plants in Tulsa and McAlester. 
They are part of a work force which is 
making the B-1 a reality, on time and 
within the budget. In fact, Mr. Presi
dent, a case can be made that they are 
ahead of schedule and slightly under 
budget. 

We asked the President of the 
United States to certify that the B-1 

program could be completed for $20.5 
billion in 1981 dollars. He has done so 
and, with diligent management by the 
contractor, that certification is becom
ing reality. 

Congress responsibility does not end 
with such demands for certification 
and accountability. We must be sure 
that, once we have committed our
selves to a course of action and 
charged others with the task of carry
ing out our orders, we do not prevent 
them from doing so. 

I am convinced that we made the 
right decision and that if the B-1 pro
gram is delayed or cost overruns occur, 
it is going to be due to congressional 
second-guessing more than anything 
else. 

Mr. President, there is ample evi
dence of the need to replace our B-
52's. It has been said before that the 
B-52 fleet is older than the men who 
fly the planes and that the increasing 
numbers of accidents involving B-52's 
is a tragic reminder of that. 

We cannot wait forever for a re
placement. The advanced technology 
bomber, or Stealth as it is commonly 
called, has great potential and is 
making progress. But it is still a large
ly paper plane and the most optimistic 
estimate of when it could be deployed 
in effective numbers leaves a gap that 
must be filled. In my judgment, we 
cannot trust to luck that the B-52's 
will keep flying long enough to cover 
our needs. 

The B-1B is a vastly improved air
craft and it employs some of the 
Stealth technologies that greatly in
crease its penetrability. Most impor
tantly, it is here-now-when we need 
it. 

It is time to build and move on. I 
urge my colleagues to do so. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
would like to stress that the B-1B is 
not the same aircraft that the Con
gress voted to terminate in 1977. I 
voted against the B-1 in 1977, because 
it did not then offer enough improved 
capability over the B-52 bomber to 
warrant its cost to the national 
budget; it was also unclear whether or 
not it could reliably penetrate future 
Soviet air defenses. The B-1B, howev
er, represents a very substantial im
provement over the initial B-1. 

Through the application of technol
ogy from our Stealth technology pro
gram, the radar cross section of the B-
1B has been reduced by a factor of 10 
from the original B-1 aircraft. It will 
be much harder to detect. 

The B-1B has more sophisticated 
avionics and electronic countermeas
ure capabilities than the B-1. The 
combination of reduced radar cross 
section and improved ECM capabilities 
means that the B-1B can successfully 
penetrate Soviet air defenses through
out the late eighties and early nine
ties. 
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The B-1B has a superior payload ca

pability than either the B-1 or the B-
52. For a typical mission, the B-1B can 
carry of 40-percent greater payload 
with a 20-percent longer unrefueled 
range than the B-1. 

Finally, what kind of a signal would 
we send to the world and to our adver
sary if the B-1B program were termi
nated now, after some $7 billion have 
been put into it? If the United States 
falls to build the B-1B after such high 
investments and after so many years 
of effort, what credibility would be 
given to our announced intention to 
build an as yet undesigned advanced 
technology bomber in the late eight
ies? Termination of the B-1B program 
would signal faltering resolve on our 
part and might seriously weaken the 
hand of the United States in the stra
tegic arms reduction talks with the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

As my colleagues know, there are 
many agruments against the B-1. Cost 
is an argument. We are being asked to 
pay in excess of $200 million for each 
airPlane. By way of comparison, $200 
million will buy about 200 M-60 tanks, 
about 2,000 M-113 armored personnel 
carriers, or 2 modem conventional 
submarines. 

Obsolescence is an argument. We are 
being asked to buy a penetrating 
bomber that, by some testimony, may 
not be able to penetrate Soviet air
space for more than 2 or 3 years after 
it enters service. 

Better alternatives are an argument. 
If Stealth technology works, we may 
be able to buy a different bomber that 
could penetrate Soviet airspace. 

Rather than repeat these arguments 
in detail, I would like to look at several 
military aspects of the B-1 which have 
not received the attention they de
serve. There are several important 
questions about the B-1 that have not 
yet been thoroughly examined. 

The first question, Is the B-1 a good 
bomber? It seems to have been as
sumed by both proponents and oppo
nents that, if you want a new bomber, 
the B-1 is a good one. But is it? Is it a 
well-designed airPlane? 

At least three reported characteris
tics of the B-1 suggest it may have 
design deficiencies. Specifically, it has 
been reported that the B-1 accelerates 
more slowly than the B-52; that its 
turning rate is less than that of the B-
52; and that it relies on a terrain-fol
lowing radar that gives its own posi
tions away to enemy air defenses. 

Are these reports correct? And if 
they are, what do they signify? Their 
significance may be substantial. For 
example, if the B-1 accelerates slower 
and turns worse than a B-52, does this 
mean it must fly higher to avoid the 
terrain? If so, would its vulnerability 
not be increased? 

Similarly, if the B-l's own terrain
avoidance radar gives the enemy a way 
to see and track the B-1, would this 
not negate all the efforts to reduce the 
B-1's radar profile? 
If all three reported deficiencies are 

real, how does the survivability of the 
B-1 compare with that of the B-52, in 
terms of ability to penetrate enemy 
airspace? Does the B-1 have to fly 
higher than the B-52? With its ter
rain-avoidance radar on, does it have a 
larger signature than the B-52? On 
balance, could it end up more vulnera
ble to enemy air defenses than a B-52? 
We have the assurances of the Air 
Force that the B-1 will be less vulnera
ble than the B-52, but I have not seen 
the Air Force address these specific 
points. Until we have this information, 
can we accept the Air Force's assur
ances? 

The vulnerability of the B-1 com
pared to the B-52 is not the only 
major area where we can question the 
B-1's performance. Another area is 
the B-1's utility as a conventional 
bomber. 

We are told that even after the B-1 
can no longer penetrate Soviet air
space, it will be useful to deliver non
nuclear ordnance in conventional con
flicts. Since the B-1's life as a pene
trating nuclear bomber may be very 
brief indeed, this is an important con
sideration. Unfortunately, the B-1's 
utility in conventional roles is doubt
ful: 

In Naval roles, as an American 
equivalent of the Soviet Backfire, the 
B-i can undoubtedly do what the 
Backfire does: it can deliver antiship 
missiles in attacks against enemy sur
face ships. However, this is far less 
useful to the United States than it is 
to the Soviet Union. Why? Because 
while the American Navy is primarily 
a Navy of surface ships-aircraft carri
ers in particular-the Soviet Navy is 
primarily a submarine navy. The Sovi
ets have only 4 aircraft carriers-we 
have 13. But the Soviets have about 
300 attack submarines while we have 
fewer than 100. If you are fighting a 
surface navy-as the Soviets are-then 
land-based bombers armed with anti
ship missiles are quite useful. But such 
bombers are useless against subma
rines. So their value to us, facing what 
is largely a submarine navy, is far less. 

It is also arged that the B-1 could be 
used against land targets in Third 
World countries, the way we used B-
52's in Vietnam. Undoubtedly, it could. 
But again, there are other consider
ations. Heavy bombers, like the B-52 
and the B-1 are used primarily for 
what is called deep interdiction bomb
ing-bombing enemy rail yards, power
plants, cities, and so on. Historically, 
such bombing has not been very effec
tive. Even a relatively primitive coun
try like Vietnam had enough redun
dancy in its infrastructure to absorb 

the damage and continue fighting ef
fectively. 

The civilian population suffers, but 
the war effort generally does not. As 
World War TI illustrated, the civilian 
population's morale does not collapse 
under the weight of such bombing. 
Indeed, the determination of the coun
try being bombed to continue the war 
is often increased. 

Furthermore, this kind of bombing, 
even against Third World countries, 
tends to be costly in bombers lost. We 
lost 18 B-52's to enemy action in Viet
nam. When each airPlane costs over 
$200 million, the expense of such 
losses will be so high as to outweigh 
any benefit. The loss of just 15 B-l's 
would be equivalent, in dollars, to the 
sinking of a Nimitz class aircraft carri
er. So it is not clear that the B-1 
would be either effective or cost effec
tive as a conventional bomber against 
ground targets. 

Indeed, the net effect of the B-1 
program is likely to be a significant 
weakening of our conventional air 
power. 

Between now and 1990, the Air 
Force is currently planning to be in
volved with four major strategic weap
ons programs: The B-1, the MX, the 
Stealth bomber, and the Midgetman 
missile. The B-1 and the MX together 
will cost at least $40 billion and possi
bly $60 billion. Stealth and Midgetman 
together may cost another $40 billion. 
If cost overruns approach their usual 
levels, we could be talking of substan
tially more than $100 billion during 
the next 10 years. 

How much money will be left for 
tactical air power? Very little. We will 
have to defer or cancel most if not all 
new tactical aircraft programs. We will 
have to curtail purchases of the tacti
cal aircraft now being procured. We 
will have to cut back or eliminate buys 
of tanker aircraft, transport aircraft, 
and infrastructure. Worse, we will 
probably end up cutting readiness by 
reducing purchases of spare parts, 
funds for training and flying time. Not 
only will the B-1 be unsatisfactory as 
a conventional bomber itself, it will 
also contribute materially to weaken
ing our other conventional air power. 

Mr. President, as I said at the begin
ning, these are only a few of the argu
ments against the B-1. But they are 
important arguments, and I have seen 
no answers to them. If they are cor
rect, then the B-1 may actually 
weaken our nuclear bomber force, and 
it will assuredly weaken our conven
tional aviation capability. Do we desire 
such weakness so much that we are 
willing to pay between $20 billion and 
$40 billion for it? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Presi
dent, I rise in support of this amend
ment. 

Congress credibility in the eyes of 
the hard-pressed American taxpayers 
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is at stake with the B-1B bomber pro
gram, Mr. President. This is especially 
so in light of the presentation by the 
General Accounting Office that the 
costs of this aircraft program are far 
more than the $20.5 billion in constant 
fiscal year 1981 dollars advertised by 
the administration. 

These costs have been estimated to 
be as much as $6.2 billion above the 
$20.5 billion figure by the Pentagon's 
own independent cost analysis im
provement group. In dollars we actual
ly will spend, that equals about $39 
billion, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office <CBO>. That money will 
be needed for many other convention
al forces improvement programs. We 
should cancel further procurement of 
the B-1B as a waste of taxpayer 
money and to prevent robbing these 
programs which will contribute much 
more to our national security. 

Given the projected defense budget 
constraints and Federal deficits in the 
future, this Nation will not be able to 
afford a two-bomber program. The 
only way we may be able to reduce 
outlays sufficient in the defense 
budget without harming our national 
security would be to kill an unneeded 
program. 

The B-1B certainly fits that descrip
tion to a "T," Mr. President, especially 
when one considers the reports that 
the Stealth bomber could be developed 
and deployed much more quickly if 
the Pentagon and Air Force did not 
hinder it. I ask unanimous consent 
this newspaper report be included in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 4, 19821 
3-YEAR ADVANCE OF STEALTH PLANE REJECTED 

BY U.S. 
<By Richard Halloran) 

WASHINGTON, Aug. 3-The builders of the 
radar-evading Stealth bomber have said 
that they could produce the aircraft by 
1988, three years earlier than planned, ac
cording to Defense Department and Con
gressional officials. But the Pentagon has 
rejected that as unrealistic and risky. 

Even so, development of the highly classi
fied technology has progressed enough that 
the Air Force will deploy the first Stealth 
air-launched cruise missile this year, accord
ing to a former Pentagon official who di
rected research on the project. No date was 
previously given for employing the ad
vanced technology on missiles. 

The disagreement between the Defense 
Department and the Stealth contractors, 
led by the Northrop Corporation, directly 
involves the B-1 bomber being built by the 
Rockwell International Corporation. The 
first B-l's of a planned fleet of 100, estimat
ed by the Reagan Administration to cost 
$20.5 billion, are to be deployed in 1986. 

ARGUIIENTS AGAINST THE B-1 

Congressional advocates of the Stealth 
project have contended that the B-1 is un
necessary and that the Administration has 
stalled development of the Stealth bomber 
to avoid jeopardizing the B-1. 

Senior Defense and Air force officials 
deny there is a conflict, asserting that the 
B-1 is needed to replace aging B-52 bombers 
as soon as possible. Some B-52's have been 
modified for launching cruise missiles and 
more are scheduled to be assigned that role 
later. 

Executives of the Northrop Corporation 
and the Boeing Company have said they 
could move forward the initial operating 
date of bombers employing Stealth technol
ogy from 1991 to about 1988 if the Reagan 
Administration asked Congress to speed up 
financing of the project, according to De
fense Department and Congressional offi
cials. 

MILITARY RISK IS SEEN 

But Defense Department and Air Force 
officials contend that that is neither techni
cally nor fiscally feasible; that the Stealth 
aircraft, known formally as an advanced 
technology bomber, is still uncertain and 
that any delays in developing that technolo
gy would mean a military risk, the same of
ficials said. 

The officials argued further that asking 
Congress to shift funds from the B-1 pro
gram would advance Stealth bomber pro
duction by only six months. 

Stealth technology is a combination of 
materials, coatings, designs and surface 
shapes that absorb or deflect rather than 
reflect radar beams. Jet engine air intakes 
and exhausts would be masked from detec
tion by radar and infrared sensors. 

When combined with electronic counter
measures, a Stealth bomber would be nearly 
invisible to radar or other sensors. Special
ists have said that Stealth technology can 
be applied to fighter and reconnaissance air
craft, missiles, tanks and ships with varying 
degrees of effectiveness. 

ARTICLE BY EX-CARTER AIDE 

William J. Perry, who directed Stealth 
technology as Under Secretary of Defense 
for Research and Engineering in the Carter 
Administration, wrote recently in Technolo
gy Review, "The first Stealth vehicle, the 
air launched cruise missile, will become 
operational this year." 

Mr. Perry said that the Stealth missile's 
image on radar would be one-thousandth 
that of a B-52 bomber "and thus can defeat 
existing Soviet air defenses." 

An Air Force spokesman said that, as a 
matter of policy, he could not comment on 
Stealth programs. 

When President Reagan announced last 
October that two new bombers were needed, 
Defense Secretary Caspar W. Weinberger 
said the B-1 would become operational in 
1986 and the Stealth bomber in 1989. Sever
al Congressmen questioned the need and 
cost of producing two different bombers 
with initial deployment dates so close to
gether. 

DEPLOYMENT DATE SHIFTED 

The then Under Secretary of Defense for 
Research and Engineering, Richard D. 
DeLauer, told Congress the initial operating 
date of the Stealth bomber would be 1991. 

The Reagan Administration estimates the' 
cost of a fleet of B-1's at $20.5 billion, but 
the Congessional Budget Office and the 
General Accounting Office, both agencies of 
Congress, have suggested that the actual 
cost could be a third more. 

The budget for a fleet of Stealth bombers 
is secret but has been estimated at about 
the same as for the B-1 fleet. Mr. Weinberg
er has told Congress that building both 
fleets, plus improving the B-52's, would cost 
$63 billion. 

Paul H. Nisbet, an analyst of military con
tractors for Bache Halsey Stuart Shields in 
New York, recently estimated that Nor
throp, the prime contractor for the Stealth 
bomber, would earn $150 million this year 
from the Stealth project, rising to $900 mil
lion by 1987 for a total of $3.4 billion. 

FEARS FOR STEALTH PRO.JECT 

Executives of the contractors have con
tended, as have members of Congress who 
favor their position, that once the B-1 pro
duction line starts, Rockwell and its subcon
tractors and Congressmen representing 
those districts will press for it to be contin
ued, delaying the Stealth bomber or killing 
it. 

Advocates of the B-1, such as Senator 
John Glenn, Democrat of Ohio, have con
tended the two airplanes will have different 
missions and should be seen as comple
ments. He said in a recent article that, after 
receiving extensive briefings on all aspects 
of Stealth technology, "Stealth's fundamen
tal flaw is that its potential is greatly over
blown." 

"Stealth is intended for a very specialized 
bomber mission, flight through Soviet air
space in a nuclear war," Senator Glenn 
wrote in Strategic Review. "It cannot serve 
as a cruise missile carrier nor would it be a 
cost-effective conventional bomber." 

Mr. President, former B-1 support
ers-U.S. Representative John 
Rhodes, former House Republican 
leader, and former President Gerald 
R. Ford-now think we should either 
kill or delay the program to help 
reduce the staggering deficits which 
prevent our economic recovery. 

The B-1 is a luxury to buy for a 
cruise missile carrier and a convention
al bomber, especially when one consid
ers that the advanced technology 
bomber will be capable of performing 
these missions as well as the strategic 
nuclear penetration mission. 

Canceling the B-1B and pressing 
ahead with the Stealth bomber will 
invest scarce defense dollars where the 
longest-term payoffs are greatest in 
terms of modernizing our strategic 
forces. 

B-1B costs are ample reason for 
Congress to cancel this program. 

The true costs of the B-1B program 
should be between $22.5 billion and 
$26.7 billion in fiscal 1981 dollars, in
stead of the $20.5 billion being adver
tised, according to the Defense De
partment's own internal analyses 
given to the GAO. 

It was disclosed that, in order to arti
fically reduce the projected price of 
the B-1B, the administration deviated 
from established, prudent manage
ment and budgeting procedures, ig
nored historical weapons development 
and production experience, accepted 
overly optimistic cost estimates and 
omitted costs which should have been 
included in the B-1B program. 

The conclusion is inescapable that 
the American people are being sold a 
bomber which not only is unnecessary 
in light of the successes of the Stealth 
bomber program, but which will cost 
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many billions more than is being ad
mitted 

The evidence presented by GAO 
comes from independent examinations 
of the B-1B costs by two special 
groups in the Pentagon. One, the cost 
analysis improvement group <CAIG> 
in the Office of the Secretary of De
fense, has the reputation for providing 
the most accurate and independent 
cost estimates in the Pentagon. CAIG 
was established to provide independ
ent advice to the Secretary of Defense 
to counter the understandably opti
mistic program cost estimates submit
ted by proponents of particular weap
ons systems. 

The second group was formed by the 
Air Force to give an independent cost 
assessment <ICA> of the estimate pro
vided by the B-1B program office. 

Both CAIG and ICA rejected the 
$20.5 billion program cost estimate by 
the B-1B office, the estimate adopted 
by the administration, on two grounds: 

First, they calculated that this 
figure was too low, even if the deci
sions to include only a limited number 
of items in the B-1B program were 
valid. CAIG, for example, disagreed 
with the Air Force's claim that $800 
million could be saved through multi
year procurement of the B-1B. 

Both CAIG and ICA decided the Air 
Force's assumptions were extremely 
optimistic about savings possible 
through increased efficiencies result
ing from the repeated production of 
the air frame and avionics equipment. 
More realistic assumptions about 
"learning curves" would add about $2 
billion to the program, these groups 
estimated. 

Second, both ICA and CAIG esti
mated that the B-1B program cost es
timate should include about $1.4 bil
lion in additional costs excluded by 
the administration for such items as 
air crew training simulators and addi
tional maintenance requirements. 

The ICA went so far as to say that 
the excluded items "typically and tra
ditionally" had been included in deter
mining costs of other weapons sys
tems, and GAO provided evidence that 
the Air Force command responsible 
for the B-1B program, its Systems 
Command, had challenged the exclu
sion of the simulators as, and I quote: 

Counter to the tenets of the planning, 
programming, and budgeting system in 
which all the components of weapons sys
tems are accumulated in a single program 
element for management visibility. 

This challenge was delivered in a 
September 11, 1981, message from the 
Systems Command. 

ICA also criticized the decision by 
the administration to truncate the B-
1B flight test program. ICA's assess
ment of the 1,000-hour flight test pro
gram called it both "high risk" and in
complete and recommended a 1,300 to 
1,400 hour testing program. 

A program of 1,000 hours of developmen
tal flight testing will provide a minimal 
amount of data to support a valid IOC <Ini
tial Operating Capability>. This program 
. . . has a relatively high degree of risk and 
only limited physical and functional weapon 
certification will be accomplished. Full nu
clear certification will not be complete, and 
no climate tests will be done. 

Mr. President, these findings by 
CAIG and ICA contradict the adminis
tration's repeated assertions that the 
B-1B will cost $20.5 billion. 

They raise serious questions about 
the accuracy of testimony by adminis
tration officials last year. In November 
1981, only 1 day after the CAIG re
ported its $26.7 billion estimate, I 
asked Defense Secretary Weinberger 
the following: 

I am informed that our own independent 
Cost Analysis Improvement Group, CAIG, 
just this last weekend told you it would cost 
$27 to $28 billion for the B-1B. 

Secretary Weinberger responded, 
"That is incorrect and misleading." 

What was "incorrect and mislead
ing" was the testimony the adminis
tration gave about the B-1B program's 
ultimate costs-testimony upon which 
Congress relied in approving this pro
gram. 

Finally, Mr. President, ample testi
mony before the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee demonstrates ad
vanced technology bomber is not a 
high risk technological program. Gen
eral Ellis said that in late 1981, and he 
was the former commander of SAC 
nuclear forces. 

In fact, General Ellis, in response to 
a question by the chairman of our 
committee's Strategic Nuclear Forces 
Subcommittee, Senator Warner, about 
the degree of risk in the Stealth 
bomber program, declared: 

• • • I do not see major design problems 
that put the effort in the high risk catego
ry. 

General Ellis, who also felt that this 
administration had slipped the IOC of 
the Advanced Technology Bomber and 
MX to pay for the B-1B, went on to 
conclude: 

In my opinion, the consequences of delay
ing the program to eliminate all the uncer
tainty are more detrimental than proceed
ing as rapidly as possible and accepting a 
degree of risk. 

There also is extensive testimony 
before our committee that our present 
B-52 bomber force is capable of carry
ing out the strategic nuclear deterrent 
mission, as well as conventional bomb
ing assignments, until well after the 
Stealth bomber is deployed. This fur
ther undercuts the case for the B-1B 
at any time. 

Testimony in 1982 before Senate 
Armed Services Committee showed B-
52 G/H's can penetrate to late eighties 
and can operate well after advanced 
technology bomber, initial operating 
capability, as air launched cruise mis
sile carriers. 

In January 1983, the Secretary of 
Defense Posture Statements for fiscal 
year 1984 had this to say about our B-
52's: "We expect our B-52G's to serve 
effectively into the next decade"
either as cruise missile carriers or con
ventional bombers. Retirement of B-
52G's would not even begin until 
sometime "over the next decade, he 
said. 

"Finally, we foresee a very long 
operational life for our B-52H's, the 
latest B-52 model, as cruise missile 
carriers well into the 1990's," Secre
tary Weinberger reported. 

Now SAC Commander, Gen. Bennie 
Davis, said this about our present B-52 
and FB-111 bombers: 

Q. Can SAC perform its mission today as 
the major element of the nation's nuclear 
deterrent? 

A. SAC can perform its mission today. 
We maintain two very potent legs of the 

Triad. The B-52 and FB-111 are still very 
effective bombers-we have not let them at
rophy, but have implemented modifications 
that have kept pace with the expanding, im
proving Soviet threat. We recently achieved 
a major milestone with the deployment of 
the cruise missile system. 

We have made excellent progress in im
proving our aerial refueling capability 
which is a critical factor in determining the 
bombers' success. Our land-based ICBMs are 
currently unsurpassed in terms of readiness 
and immediate reaction capability. 

The B-18 is not needed for our na
tional security, Mr. President, and it is 
a waste of money. 

There are much more cost-effective 
and militarily effective ways to spend 
our defense dollars. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

defense budget, including substantial 
funding for the B-1 bomber, poses dif
ficult and complex issues which re
quire the balancing of many factors in 
making final judgments. The special 
urgency surrounding any nuclear 
weapons and arms control decisions 
makes our choices even more crucial. 
Historically, or at least until World 
War II, the United States had 
shunned military power because of the 
protection afforded us by the vast 
oceans which separate us from Europe 
and Asia. This attitude still lingers in 
our national consciousness, but histor
ical events have made preparedness a 
regrettable necessity. 

The arms race makes little sense, 
but unpreparedness makes even less 
sense. As nations spend millions for 
guns while millions of people do not 
have bread, let alone butter, we 
wonder about the allocation of our 
gross national product between de
fense and social programs. When we 
observed the advanced social program 
of Norway in the late 1930's, it was ob
vious that those programs meant little 
in the face of invasion by the German 
hobnailed boot. So, history teaches 
that military strength deters aggres
sion by others. Our recent experiences 
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with Soviet foreign policy particularly 
underscores this generalization. 

Military strength is not in and of 
itself the answer to keep peace in the 
world. Negotiation must also be pur
sued. It is for this reason that an over
whelming majority of my colleagues 
joined with me yesterday in calling for 
President Reagan to meet President 
Andropov as soon as practicable to dis
cuss serious proposals for nuclear arms 
reduction. But, in light of the poten
tially catastrophic consequences of 
being unprepared, it is my personal 
judgment that we must be militarily 
strong as well. It is a form of insur
ance policy. It is expensive but, as with 
any insurance, the insured prefers to 
pay the premium and not collect 
rather than incur the risk-event and 
collect. 

As is usually the case, the questions 
on the Defense budget are easier to 
formulate than the answers: 

First. How much can we afford to 
spend for defense considering our 
gross national product? 

Second. How much can we afford to 
spend for defense considering the com
peting needs in social programs? 

Third. How much can we afford to 
spend for defense considering the cur
rent deficit and its impact on inflation, 
interest rates and unemployment? 

Fourth. How much can we afford 
not to spend for defense considering 
the Soviet potential for aggression? 

Fifth. How much can we afford not 
to spend for defense considering the 
dire consequences of being unpre
pared? 

Sixth. What impact will our military 
strength have in stimulating strategic 
arms reduction talks? 

Seventh. What impact would our 
failure to modernize our nuclear 
bombers have upon our ability to 
modify the land/based leg of our nu
clear triad if future events indicate 
that moving ahead with plans to build 
the MX missile system are no longer 
warranted? 

Against this background, I have de
cided to vote in favor of the current 
request for funding for the B-1 
bomber. I have had the benefit of ex
tensive briefings by the Department of 
Defense and the Air Force in Wash
ington and at Edwards Air Force Base. 
I have read extensively about the B-1 
bomber by those who favor and 
oppose it. I have also consulted with 
people who favor and oppose the B-1, 
including colleagues in the Senate. 

There are no exact answers to how 
long the B-1 can penetrate Soviet air 
defense. That will depend on the 
evolving level of Soviet defenses and 
the evolving status of our own coun
termeasures to avoid detection. I am 
persuaded that the B-52's are too old 
to be relied upon as our primary 
bomber until we have the advanced 
technology bomber, commonly known 
as the Stealth bomber. Even beyond 

the time when the B-1 can penetrate, 
it has significant utility as a cruise 
missile carrier. 

The Congress, as well as the Depart
ment of Defense, must be vigilant to 
avoid escalating costs on the B-1 
bomber. In this light the economies af
forded by multiyear funding become 
particularly important. Secretary 
Weinberger has given positive assur
ance that change orders will not be 
tolerated and that the contracts on 
the B-1 will be extremely tightly 
drawn to avoid the known pitfalls of 
other escalating contracts. The private 
contractors have verified the tough
ness of the Department of Defense ne
gotiating posture. 

I am optimistic that congressional 
support of the B-1 bomber and a 
strong defense generally will provide 
President Reagan with important bar
gaining strength to succeed in the 
strategic arms reduction talks. I am 
also optimistic that producing the B-1 
will be a critical enhancement of this 
country's ability to deter nuclear war. 
In my view, we cannot afford to create 
uncertainty about this country's com
mitment to preserving the important 
deterrent role played by our strategic 
bomber force. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose Senators KENNEDY, BUMP
ERS, and HOLLINGS amendment to 
delete funding for the B-1B bomber. I 
strongly support the B-1B bomber. 

The B-1B bomber is the only signifi
cant new military program, either 
strategic or conventional, to be re
quested by the Reagan administration. 
The Reagan administration has re
quested the B-1B because American 
National Security was significantly 
weakened when former President 
Carter canceled the B-1 bomber in 
July 1977. The B-1B is urgently 
needed to modernize our bomber leg of 
the strategic triad and help to close 
the window of our strategic vulnerabil
ity. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I be
lieve that all the speakers I am aware 
of on the B-1 issue have spoken. I 
think the Senate is desirous of having 
a vote right away. Therefore, I move 
to lay the amendment of the Senator 
from Massachusetts on the table. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay the amendment on the table. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr.S~S. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER) and the Senator from Alaska 
<Mr. MURKOWSKI) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 68, 
nays 30-as follows: 

£Rollcall Vote No. 185 Leg.] 
YEAS-68 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Burdick 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConclni 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Do meDici 
Duren berger 
East 
Ex on 
Gam 

Baucus 
Bid en 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Dodd 
Eagleton 
Ford 

Goldwater 

Glenn 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hatch 
HawkJns 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Long 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Moynihan 

NAYS-30 
Hart 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Lauten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mathias 

Nickles 
Packwood 
Percy 
Quayle 
Randolph 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sasser 
Simpson 
Specter 
stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Welcker 
Wllson 
Zorlnsky 

Matsunaga 
Mitchell 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Tsongas 

NOT VOTING-2 
Murkowski 

So the motion to lay on the table 
was agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Senators will 
cease discussions on the floor or retire 
to the cloakrooms. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, many 
Senators have asked me how late we 
intend to be in tonight. I have dis
cussed this with the majority leader, 
and he has indicated that as long as 
we can function productively, we 
should stay in. Therefore, I put Sena
tors on notice that we intend to be in 
very, very later tonight. So I advise all 
Senators to make plans accordingly. 

I expect that we will have more 
record votes. As to scheduling the next 
record vote, the distinguished junior 
Senator from Maine will present an 
amendment on contracting-out. Sena
tor JEPSEN will handle it for this side. 

Will the Senators agree to a time 
limitation? It is my understanding 
that the Senator from Iowa wants a 
record vote on this issue. If we could 
agree to 30 minutes, that would make 
it certain that the vote would occur at 
10 minutes past 6. Is that agreeable to 
the Senator from Maine? 
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Mr. MITCHELL. I did not hear the 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. I was about to pro

pound a unanimous-consent request 
that the time on the amendment of 
the Senator from Maine be limited to 
30 minutes, equally divided between 
the Senator from Iowa and the Sena
tor from Maine. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Will the Senator 
make it 40 minutes. equally divided? 

Mr. TOWER. Do both Senators 
agree to that? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I wonder 
if the Senator from Texas will tell us 
the schedule beyond the next amend
ment. 

Mr. TOWER. It is then anticipated 
that we will take up the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask the chairman whether part of the 
agreement request is that we have a 
time agreement and no second degree 
amendments be offered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if we 
start a time agreement as that we 
would be getting in trouble here. I 
think there would be numerous objec
tions. 

Mr. President, I withdraw my unani
mous-consent request. Let us just go 
ahead. 

I was trying to accommodate Sena
tors who are trying to get away for 
plans between 6 and 7. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
request was agreed to. It will take 
unanimous consent to vitiate the 
order. 

Mr. TOWER. If the request was 
agreed to, all right. I thought the Sen
ator from Maine reserved the right to 
object and was trying to amend it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. TOWER. Then we are in a situa

tion of 40 minutes equally divided. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 

take unanimous consent to withdraw 
the previous agreement. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I so ask unanimous 
consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Maine? 

Mr. JEPSEN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1472 

(Purpose: To extend for two years the pro
hibition against contracts for the perform
ance of firefighting and security functions 
at certain military installations> 
Mr. MTICHELL. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. The bill 
clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Maine <Mr. MlTcB:ELL) 
for himself, Mr. LEviN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 

DODD, and Mr. HOLLINGS proposes an 
amendment numbered 1472. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 
EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION ON CONTRAC'rS FOR 

THE PERFORMANCE OF FIREFIGHTING AND SE
CURITY FUNC'riONS 

SEC. . <a> None of the funds appropri
ated pursuant to an authorization contained 
in this or any other Act may be obligated or 
expended prior to October 1, 1985, for the 
purposes of entering into any contract for 
the performance of firefighting or security
guard functions at any military installation 
or facility, except when such funds are for 
the express purpose of providing for the re
newal of contracts in effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act or when such 
funds are for new contracts for functions 
under contract on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

<b> The provisions of this section shall not 
apply (1) to overseas locations <excluding 
Hawaii and Alaska) at which military per
sonnel would have to be used for the pur
poses described in subsection <a> at the ex
pense of unit readiness, or <2> to govern
ment-owned but privately operated installa
tions. 

<c> The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress not later than March 1, 
1984, a written report, compiled in consulta
tion with the United States Fire Adminis
trator, containing an assessment of the spe
cial needs of the Department of Defense 
with respect to firefighting and base securi
ty and an assessment of how those needs 
are met by both Federal employees and con
tract personnel. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the amendment which we 
now offer is to insure that two func
tions critical to the effective operation 
of American military installations 
remain where they belong-under the 
direct control of the commanding offi
cers of those facilities. The two func
tions are fire protection and base secu
rity. The amendment specifically pro
hibits for 2 years any funds from 
being used by the Federal Govern
ment to enter into contracts with pri
vate sector firms for the provision of 
base firefighting and security services. 

This amendment does not seek to 
address the broader issues involved in 
the ongoing debate on the utility or 
abuse of the A-76 contracting-out 
process. This amendment does not 
challenge the fundamental assump
tion on which the contracting-out 
effort is based. 

Rather, the amendment is grounded 
in the belief that the A-76 circular 
which exempts inherently governmen
tal functions has no application in a 
circumstance involving fire fighting 
and base security. If these are not in
herently governmental functions, it is 
difficult to conceive any that are. 

In addition to extending the current 
prohibition for 2 additional years, the 
amendment contains provisions which 
will insure that military unit readiness 
is protected; provisions which exempt 
from the section's coverage the provi
sion of services at facilities, the entire 
operation of which is contracted-out; 
and provisions which require a com
prehensive study and report of the 
issue. 

I am offering this amendment today 
because I firmly believe that base se
curity and base firefighting are func
tions which are inherently governmen
tal in nature and should be under the 
direct control of a base commander. 
Underlying my amendment is a convic
tion that the security and fire safety 
requirements of our military reserva
tions are in the words of the A-76 doc
ument, intimately related to the 
public interest. 

Some high ranking Pentagon offi
cials do not hold these views. despite 
the fact that at the installation, com
mand, and other higher levels the dan
gers of contracting out these essential 
services are well recognized. 

To illustrate this, permit me, Mr. 
President, to read into the record brief 
portions of a memorandum to all 
major Air Force commands dated 
March 5, 1982, and signed by Gen. 
Robert C. Mathis, Air Force Vice 
Chief of Staff. 

General Mathis wrote: 
Recent budget decisions as well as the 

fiscal year 1984 draft defense guidance, 
make it apparent that we will continue to be 
pressed for substantial contracting-we 
have been directed to convert 3,000 spaces 
to contract in fiscal year 1983, and OSD 
projects an additional 20,000 spaces for 
fiscal year 1984-88. Unfortunately OMB 
uses contracting as a way to reduce civilian 
and strength without having to acknowl
edge the resultant degradation in defense 
capability. While we have tried to reverse 
this attitude, it is evident that civilian and 
strength considerations are becoming more 
and more overriding. 

Later in the same memorandum, 
General Mathis wrote: 

Since high-level OSD and OMB officials 
view contracting as a panacea for reducing 
civilian employment in the federal govern
ment, I want you to evaluate the impact 
future contracting will have on readiness, 
sustainabillty, and flexibility in meeting 
your mission requirements. Our recent 
world wide A-76 conference, convened to 
identify contact candidates, reinforces our 
view that extensive contracting will risk de
grading wartime capability. 

The Vice Chief of Staff concluded 
his memorandum with the following 
warning: 

Unless we change current contract think
ing among highest officials, we are slowly 
going to transition to an efficient peacetime 
force which cannot respond to wartime com· 
mitments-we cannot let that happen. 

Those are the words of the Vice 
Chief of Staff. 



18986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 13, 1983 
I suggest that the on-going Pentagon 

effort aimed at contracting out fire
fighting and security services at mili
tarily installations around the country 
is a perfect example of the danger to 
which the Vice Chief of Staff referred. 

Do we want our military bases to be 
susceptable to security guard and fire
fighters strikes? A major problem of 
this type has yet to occur but would 
certainly be more likely if the Depart
ment of Defense is successful in con
tracting-out firefighting and security 
services at the many installations 
which would be considered for such a 
change. 

Additional arguments exist for re
taining firefighting and security func
tions under the direct control of base 
commanding officers. I will briefly cite 
these arguments by using the case of 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, an indus
trially-funded activity located on the 
Piscataqua River in Maine. 

If, as proposed last year and as pro
posed by those who oppose this 
amendment, base firefighting and se
curity functions are contracted out, 
the following results would occur: 

First. The shipyard commander's 
ability to meet his personal responsi
bility under articles 0732 and 0735 of 
the U.S. Navy Regulations regarding 
safety and physical security of his 
command would be restricted because 
personnel performing these functions 
would no longer be under his com
mand. 

Second. Responsibilities for security 
and fire protection would be fragment
ed for ships in commission while in the 
shipyard between the shipyard com
mands, the ship's commanding officer, 
the security forces contractor, and the 
fire protection contractor. Depending 
upon the actual incident, serious ques
tions could arise as to who is in 
charge. Any delay in giving or carrying 
out an order could result in loss of or 
serious damage to a Navy ship or loss 
of life. 

Third. The integrity of the nuclear 
propulsion systems maintained and 
serviced at Portsmouth could be com
promised. The servicing of nuclear 
powered combatant ships at Ports
mouth requires that security and fire
fighting personnel have specialized 
training and be operationally integrat
ed with radiological control and other 
shipyard personnel in case of an emer
gency or accident involving radioactiv
ity. To have the security and fire pro
tection personnel in such situations 
not responsible to the Government of
ficials in charge, but to a private busi
ness firm, is unacceptable and invites a 
disaster. 

Fourth. The mutual support agree
ments which Portsmouth Naval Ship
yard ·has with local governments in 
Maine and New Hampshire could be 
undermined. The support which such 
agreements provide would be lost be
cause local governments could be re-

luctant to continue such agreements 
with a private contractor. Further
more, it is doubtful that a contractor 
could be required to enter into such 
agreements. 

Fifth. Last, the shipyard command
er, under a contract guard situation, 
would be placed in an absolutely un
tenable position of not having direct 
control over a contract guard even 
though the commander could be liable 
for a contract guard's actions under 
the Federal Tort Claims Act <28 U.S.C. 
2371 et seq.) Portsmouth Naval Ship
yard security guards have citizens' 
arrest rights under Federal common 
law, delegated through the shipyard 
commander's authority to provide for 
the security of his installation. This 
direct delegation cannot be extended 
to nongovernmental employees. 

Mr. President, I cite the example of 
Kittery's Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
because I am familiar with its oper
ational mission. I must emphasize, 
however, that the points I have raised 
with respect to Portsmouth's situation 
are not original or unique to that yard. 
They were in fact, contained in a com
munication dated January 20, 1982, to 
Vice Adm. E. B. Fowler, the command
er of the Naval Sea Systems Command 
from that command's Executive Direc
tor for Industrial and Facility Manage
ment. 

Portsmouth's case is not unique. 
Many of the problems I have cited 
apply to the many other installations 
and facilities which will be examined 
for possible contracting out of fire
fighting and base security functions, 
should the current moratorium not be 
extended. 

Among the most compelling argu
ments for retaining base security and 
firefighting under the direct control of 
the base commanders, rather than 
contract officers, are the following: 

First. National security can be 
threatened when these services are 
contracted out. Strikes are possible. 
One of the very reasons why certain 
functions are performed in our society 
by public agencies is that the public 
employees do not have the right to 
strike, and the services will be guaran
teed to continue to perform notwith
standing any emergency. That right 
will be lost, that protection will be 
lost, if the services are contracted out. 
When emergencies arise, the response 
of contract personnel may be limited 
because of the terms of the contract 
between the Government and the con
tractor, or because of the contract be
tween the employees and the contrac
tor. 

Second. Contrary to popular belief, 
contracting out does not always result 
in reduced costs. Contracting out of 
firefighting and base security may 
prove pennywise and pound foolish if 
reduced levels of security or the ac
tions of inadequately trained firefight
ers result in the loss of a multimillion 

dollar capital ship or an accident in
volving nuclear weapons or nuclear 
propulsion materials. 

Third. Contracting out base security 
and firefighting services may jeopard
ize mutual support agreements which 
over time have been developed be
tween security and firefighting oper
ations on base and certain municipali
ties. Many municipalities do not want 
to enter into mutual support agree
ments with private contractors. 

Mr. President, I remind my col
leagues that on May 6 of last year, 
this body voted to permanently pro
hibit the contracting out of these vital 
functions. In an effort to be responsive 
to those who have questioned a perma
nent ban, Senator LEviN and I have 
joined together on this amendment 
which would extend the current 1-year 
moratorium until October 1, 1985, and 
in the interim will require the Depart
ment of Defense to undertake a com
prehensive, comparative study of in
house versus contractor-provided serv
ices. 

Contracting out of base security and 
firefighting is a serious problem, but 
one which can be quickly remedied by 
legislative action adopting the amend
ment which I have offered which ex
tends for 2 years the current sound 
moratorium. 

I thank the Chair and I yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to support the amendment of 
the Senator from Maine. Senator 
MITCHELL brought this matter to the 
attention of the full Senate in May 
1982, when he offered an amendment 
prohibiting further contracting out of 
security and firefighting personnel at 
military bases. This amendment was 
accepted by the Senate and modified 
in conference with the House as a 1-
year prohibition on the contracting 
out of these functions. 

This amendment was offered last 
year, and again today because it is im
portant that base commanders retain 
control over that most essential of 
missions-protection of a military 
base. 

Base commanders have privately 
pointed out that they lose control over 
their bases when firefighting and secu
rity functions are contracted out be
cause the contractor then becomes the 
supervisor for the contract employ
ees-not the base commander. 

Gen. Robert C. Mathis, the Air 
Force Vice Chief of Staff in a memo
randum to all major Air Force Com
mands dated March 5, 1982, made the 
argument that much of the pressure 
to contract out such functions was 
based on personnel ceilings and budget 
concerns. General Mathis states: 
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Unfortunately OMB uses contracting as a 

way to reduce civilian end strength without 
having to acknowledge the resultant degra
dation in defense capability. While we have 
tried to reverse this attitude, it is evident 
that civilian end strength considerations are 
becoming more and more overriding .... 

General Mathis then concludes his 
memo with: 

Unless we change current contracting 
thlnk.lng among highest officials, we are 
going to transition to an efficient peace
time force which cannot respond to wartime 
commitments-we cannot let that 
happen .... 

General Mathis' comments are but
tressed by the fact that when this pro
hibition took effect last year, on the 
firefighting functions alone, there 
were 32 contracts in effect-of which, 
at least 27 were umbrella contracts at 
bases such as ammunition plants 
where the entire facility is operated by 
contract-and there were plans under
way to contract out an additional 95 
such functions. Mr. President, in the 
face of such data, one cannot help but 
reach the conclusion, as did General 
Mathis, that these efforts were being 
largely driven by budget concerns and 
not the security concerns of the local 
commanders. 

Passage of this amendment last year 
was a formal recognition of these pri
vately voiced fears of base command
ers, that there were some functions at 
some bases that simply should not be 
contracted out even if there were al
leged savings. The Senate heard those 
arguments and supported the needs of 
commanders to have command over 
security and safety functions. Today 
we simply ask that this action not be 
allowed to expire until we can receive 
a report on the special needs of these 
functions. The report is due on March 
1, 1984 and the amendment continues 
the prohibition until October 1, 1985. 
This action gives the Congress time to 
review these needs. Should it not be 
necessary to bar additional contracts 
for these two functions, then so be it. 
If we reach that conclusion, then I, 
too, will support removing any bar to 
these additional contracts. But I 
cannot understand acting to remove it 
or allowing it to expire without a 
report. 

In full committee markup on this 
bill, I offered this 2-year extension of 
the original amendment, combined 
with a report requirement, in order 
that the Armed Services Committee 
might more fully understand the im
plications of further contracting out 
these functions. The amendment Sen
ator MITCHELL offers today is essen
tially identical to one that I offered in 
committee 2 weeks ago. But contrary 
to certain misimpressions, this amend
ment is not a blanket ban on contract
ing, nor is it a permanent ban on con
tracting out base security and fire
fighting functions. This amendment 
merely continues the restrictions cur
rently in effect on additional contract-

ing out for these two functions until 
the Secretary of Defense and the U.S. 
Fire Administrator prepare a report 
on the special firefighting and base se
curity needs at military installations. 

Mr. President, three modifications 
we have made to the amendment since 
it was offered in committee that re
flect our concern for the comments 
made by the Department of Defense 
and Chairman ToWER are: 

First, in a June 23, 1984 letter to the 
chairman from the General Counsel of 
the Department of Defense, Mr. Wil
liam H. Taft IV, the Department 
raises several concerns that we have 
addressed. Mr. Taft states: "It is not 
entirely clear <whether> the exemp
tion applies to current contracts 
rather than the functions performed 
under the current contracts." Mr. 
President, it has always been both my 
intent, and that of Senator MITCHELL's 
last year, that no function currently 
contracted out should be forced to 
return in-house because of the exist
ence of this amendment. Our intent 
has been, and is, to allow any current
ly contracted function to continue as 
is, but to stem a veritable flood of pro
posed contracting actions that may 
have been caused by personnel ceilings 
and apparent budget concerns rather 
than sound management and public 
safety. The amendment has been re
written to clarify that it applies to cur
rently contracted functions and to ex
tensions of current contracts. 

Second, the DOD raised a concern in 
the same letter, that this amendment 
might require the use of needed mili
tary personnel to perform these func
tions at the expense of unit readiness 
when there are no available civilian 
employees. Mr. President, the only lo
cation I can think of where this sce
nario might apply is the Naval Base at 
Diego Garcia. However, since there 
was never an intent for the amend
ment to have such an effect, an excep
tion has been added for overseas loca
tions where compliance with the 
amendment would requre military per
sonnel to fill such positions. 

Last, Mr. President, the Department 
of Defense's General Counsel's letter 
speaks to the long history of success
ful operation of Government owned 
but privately operated facilites, com
monly called Go-Co's. This is the case 
with nearly every Army ammunition 
depot. Mr. President, I certainly agree 
with the DOD in this area, and I am 
hard pressed to see how anyone could 
argue that such facilities are not cov
ered when we have allowed for con
tinuation of all current contracts, and 
for all currently contracted functions. 
However, we want these concerns to be 
addressed, so we have also included 
the exception that this amendment 
does not apply to Government owned 
but privately operated facilites, such 
as Army ammunition depots. 

Mr. President, we have accommodat
ed the concerns of the Department of 
Defense and those of the chairman in 
these matters. This amendment 
simply continues the status quo on the 
subject of contracting out firefighting 
and base security. I am confident that 
a vote for this amendment recognizes 
the concerns of the local base com
manders regarding OMB and Penta
gon pressure placed on these base 
commanders to contract out public 
safety and security functions at their 
base-regardless of the individual 
needs of the base. And again such im
portant needs include security for nu
clear materials, expensive military 
equipment, dangerous weapons, vul
nerable ships, and Navy yards. 

However, we want these concerns to 
be addressed, so we have also included 
the exception that this amendment 
does not apply to Government owned 
but privately operated facilities, such 
as Army ammunition depots. 

Mr. President, we have accommodat
ed the concerns of the Department of 
Defense and those of the chairman in 
these matters and, to the extent possi
ble, we believe it is certainly intended 
to do so. This amendment simply con
tinues the status quo on the subject of 
contracting out firefighting and base 
security. I am confident that a vote for 
this amendment recognizes the con
cerns of local base commanders re
garding the OMB and Pentagon pres
sure placed on these base commanders 
to contract out public safety and secu
rity at their base, regardless of the in
dividual needs of the base. 

Again, just so we know what we are 
talking about, those needs include 
such important security needs as secu
rity for nuclear material, expensive 
military equipment, dangerous weap
ons, vulnerable ships, navy yards, and 
so forth. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me close 
with a comment on the question of the 
mutual aid and mutual support agree
ment between our facilities and those 
of the neighboring communities. 
These facilities are important to our 
security. Indeed, they have been help
ful to the neighboring community. 

I would like to quote from a letter 
from the San Francisco Fire Depart
ment, dated July 12, 1982: 
Capt. ARTHUR M. OSBORNE, 
Commanding Officer, Naval Station, 
Treasure Island, Calif. 

DEAR CAPTAIN OSBORNE: It has come to the 
attention of the San Francisco Fire Depart
ment that the U.S. Navy is proposing to 
seek bids from private contractors to pro
vide fire protection services at Naval Station 
Treasure Island. While I do not wish to 
interfere with the processes of government, 
I do feel obligated to state my position on 
this matter. 

I am concerned with the possibility that 
the Navy may contract to a private firm to 
provide these services. 

I must inform you that if a private con
tractor is employed, this department can no 
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longer assist in providing the required 
"third" engine to meet the fire protection 
requirements your activity demands. Also, 
we are considering the termination of any 
existing mutual aid firefighting agreements 
that may exist between the San Francisco 
Fire Department and the Naval Station if a 
private contractor is employed. 

This decision is based upon the concept of 
mutual aid being reciprocal between both 
parties. Because a private contractor cannot 
provide the level of competence required to 
fight fires in San Francisco, any mutual aid 
pact would be out of the question. 

H I may be of further assistance to you or 
answer any questions regarding this matter, 
please feel free to contact me at your con
venience. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW C. CASPER, 

Chief of Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. LEVIN. Parliamentary inquiry. 
Is there a time agreement on this 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 20 minutes allotted to each side 
and all time for the proponents has 
expired. 

. Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNis) be allowed to speak on this 
subject for 3 minutes, and that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. BAR
BANES) be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do 
not want to cut off the Senator from
Michigan, but I do have very strong 
feelings about this subject. 

Mr. President, it would be a great 
mistake now to take away from the 
commanding officers of these small 
military installations, particularly 
ones in villages and rural areas, in 
order to comply with some broad 
policy that cannot possibly fit their 
needs. They need these men, the secu
rity and firefighters that are localized, 
that are trained, that are available, 
but more than that they need the re
sponsibility to rest with the command
ing officer of those installations so 
that he is in charge and can make his 
demands and carry them out and 
make this function for the benefit of 
the innocent victims of any neglect, 
like these trainees, these young fel
lows starting out and are training 
these fast-flying planes and many 
other activities that are dangerous and 
uncertain. 

So I strongly support the Mitchell
Levin amendment because it is neces
sary. I hope we can put this question 
to rest. We have to deal with it from 
year to year to year. I hope there will 
be a strong vote for the amendment 
this time. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DANFORTH). Does the Senator from 
Mississippi yield back his time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I yield back the 
time I have remaining. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my strong support for 
the amendment offered by my distin
guished colleague from Maine to place 
a moratorium on the contracting out 
of fire and security functions at De
partment of Defense installations. As 
we are all aware, fire protection and 
base security are functions which are 
crucial to the effective operation of 
our Armed Forces. Many of our de
fense installations routinely handle 
dangerous explosives, radioactive ma
terials, and highly sophisticated elec
tronic systems. In my view, it is essen
tial that the highest degree of safety 
be afforded the operation and mainte
nance of these systems. This can only 
be accomplished if these functions 
remain under the direct control of the 
base commanders and the specialists 
who are thoroughly familiar with the 
mechanics of the facilities involved. 

There are a number of factors which 
support the need for this measure. In 
the event of labor relations difficul
ties, these essential services would be 
in doubt, jeopardizing not only our 
servicemen and servicewomen, but also 
the populations that reside in the vi
cinity of the installations concerned. 
Additionally, many of the Federal se
curity and firefighters employed by 
the Department of Defense have re
ciprocal agreements with the local ju
risdictions surrounding our military 
bases. These mutual support agree
ments have not become part of the 
contractual obligations assumed when 
some bases have implemented a com
mercial activities program. Therefore, 
serious complications in the relation
ship with the adjoining community 
will develop in the event many of our 
facilities rely upon private contractors 
for these services. In addition, the reg
ulations of the individual services 
make base and shipyard commanders 
individually responsible for fire and 
security functions. Contracting out 
creates an unacceptable conflict for 
such officials because these functions 
are removed from his direct control. 

Another matter that troubles me 
deeply is the realization that the De
fense Department has taken no steps 
during the past year to address these 
problems; they have simply opted to 
wait for the expiration of the morato
rium agreed to by the Senate during 
the consideration of last year's author
ization. Yet the same conditions which 
motivated the Senate to impose this 
morotorium last year remain valid 
considerations now and are sufficient
ly compelling to justify the reimposi
tion of a prohibition this year. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment 
for several reasons. The first reason is 
that the amendment is not necessary. 
Last year a 1-year moratorium was 
placed on contracting out firefighting 
and security functions on military in
stallations to enable the Committee on 
Armed Services to study whether 
there was any necessary or proper 
basis to exclude firefighting and secu
rity functions from the general policy 
of obtaining goods and services for the 
Government in the most efficient 
manner. Quite frankly, I opposed that 
moratorium. But nonetheless, the 
Committee on Armed Services held 
hearings during the past year on ex
actly that subject to determine if 
there was any basis for the claims that 
contracting out firefighting and secu
rity functions on military installations 
was detrimental to national defense 
readiness. 

I think the record is now clear-in 
fact, it is crystal clear-that there is 
no evidence of such an adverse effect 
on our readiness posture. To clearly 
understand the record it is necessary 
to know that the Department of De
fense and the military departments 
have been contracting for security and 
firefighting services for more than 40 
years. Some of our most sensitive in
stallations presently are provided fire
fighting and security services by con
tract. Such contracts are now in effect 
at the Navy Trident Nuclear Subma
rine Base at Bangor, Wash., at Cape 
Canaveral Air Force Station, Fla., and 
at the Nevada Atomic Energy Test 
Site, where, I might note, security has 
been provided by contract since 1965. 

It is also necessary to understand 
that the 40-year history of contracting 
for security and firefighting services is 
a successful history. The Department 
of Defense and the military depart
ments want the ability to contract for 
these functions in appropriate cases. 
To my knowledge, there is not one 
shred of evidence to support the claim 
that contracting out these functions 
has resulted in a loss of national de
fense readiness. The amendment 
would exclude from its application all 
of those locations where contracts now 
exist. If contracting out these func
tions at these many locations does not 
adversely affect national defense read
iness-and apparently there is no 
claim by the proponents that readi
ness is being adversely effected at 
these locations or they would not be 
excepted-then I simply do not under
stand how national defense readiness 
can be adversely affected by even one 
new contract for these services. 

Second, the amendment will be 
costly and result in waste and ineffi. 
ciency in the Department of Defense. 
The Department of Defense estimates 
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that more than 50 million dollars' 
worth of savings will be lost in fiscal 
year 1983 alone because of the existing 
1 year prohibition on contracting for 
these services. This compelled loss of 
savings comes at a time when the Con
gress and the Nation are demanding 
that the Department of Defense elimi
nate every ounce of fat in the defense 
budget. In light of the fact that there 
is not one iota of evidence that con
tracting these functions threatens na
tional defense readiness, I quite simply 
will not vote to prohibit the Depart
ment of Defense from making these 
savings. 

In summary, I oppose this amend
ment because there is no basis for the 
claims that national defense readiness 
is threatened by the appropriate use 
of contracting for security and fire
fighting functions, because those 
claims have already been studied and 
there is no evidence of record to sup
port them. There simply is no need for 
the amendment. 

I urge each of my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment and to permit 
the Secretary of Defense to effectively 
manage the Department of Defense in 
this matter. 

I would also point out that the infor
mation and the so-called facts offered 
here earlier are, in fact, a year or two 
old. The letter from General Mathias 
that was cited is no longer applicable. 
In fact, the problem identified in that 
letter has been reversed. Civilian end 
strengths are no longer reduced to 
force contracting out. 

Additionally, General Mathias never 
mentioned either firefighting or secu
rity functions as having any special in
terest in the problem he discussed. 
The letter is out of date, and no longer 
relevant to the issue. 

I would ask the junior Senator from 
Maine how the base commander, as he 
said, would be liable under the Federal 
Tort Claims Act for actions of his con
tract employees? Counsel for the 
Armed Services Committee cannot de
termine how a base commander can 
ever possibly be liable under the Fed
eral Tort Claims Act of actions of a 
contract employee. And the legal 
counsel for various departments have 
also indicated no evidence whatsoever, 
nor legal precedent, for any command
er to ever be held liable under the Fed
eral Tort Claims Act. 

I would also point out to the main 
sponsors of this amendment that the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense; the De
fense General Counsel; the Army 
Chief of Staff; the Chief of Naval Op
erations; the vice president of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce; the Business 
Alliance on Government Competition; 
the president of Pinkerton's; the Sec
retary of Defense; Capt. John H. 
Kinert, U.S. Navy, commanding offi
cer, Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, 
Wash.; the Aerospace Industries Asso
ciation; the American Consulting Engi-

neers Council; the American Council 
of Independent Laboratories; the Asso
ciated General Contractors; the Build
ing Service Contractors Association 
International; the Chamber of Com
merce of the United States; the Door 
& Hardware Institute; the Electronic 
Industries Association; the Joint Mari
time Congress; the National Associa
tion of Government Service Contrac
tors; the National Association of 
Women Business Owners; the National 
Council of Investigation & Security 
Services; the National Council of 
Technical Service Industries; the Na
tional Marine Engineers' Beneficial 
Association (AFI.rCIO>; the National 
Maritime Union <AFI.rCIO>; the Na
tional Small Business Associaton; the 
Professional Services Council; and the 
Small Business United are all against 
the amendment. 

After holding hearings on this sub
ject, I have not found one shred of evi
dence that the claims made by the 
proponents of this amendment have 
any bearing in fact. 

I now yield to the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, 
today I rise in opposition to the Mitch
ell amendment calling for a moratori
um on the Department of Defense 
commercial activities program. The 
97th Congress enacted legislation pro
hibiting private firms from competing 
for security and firefighting contracts 
on defense installations. That measure 
failed to achieve its goal of enhanced 
security and readiness. Instead, it pro
moted inefficiency, wastefulness, and 
increased costs, the very things I hear 
constantly pointed out on this floor by 
my colleagues as being abused by the 
Department of Defense. 

For 40 years, private contractors 
have fulfilled important services on 
our defense installations. Not only 
have they diligently completed their 
duties, but the competition inspired by 
the free-market system has saved our 
Government countless dollars. Each 
year private contracts save the Naval 
Air Station in Memphis, Tenn., over 
$13 million; over $5 million in fat is 
cut from the budget at a defense in
stallation in Portsmouth, Va., because 
of the commercial activities program; 
in Jacksonville, Fla., 70 percent of the 
overall cost of certain projects is saved 
because of private competition. The 
total savings from the commercial ac
tivities program is estimated to be in 
excess of $140 million a year. In effect, 
a moratorium on such projects would 
only increase costs without a concur
rent increase in quality. 

OMB circular A-76 has served as the 
basis for the Defense Department 
policy of competitive contracts. It 
allows private enterprise to replace 
Government functions only if the ci
vilian bid is more than 10 percent 
lower than Government costs. This 
desire to cut costs and increase effi-

ciency is laudable; yet it has been chal
lenged on the grounds that this pro
gram hampers readiness. However
and I think this is a very telling 
point-the Secretary of Defense and 
the chiefs of the major branches of 
the armed services all agree that there 
is no factual basis for this claim. In 
other words, according to the experts. 
A-76 does save money without ham
pering readiness. 

Mr. President, I would like to point 
out that I know, as do all of us, that 
bureaucratic inefficiency has seeped 
into many areas of the Department of 
Defense. But I believe that the vitality 
and competition of the free market 
system can cut through the mountains 
of paperwork and wastefulness. In my 
view, this proposed moratorium is a se
rious blow to the effort to bring great
er efficiency to the military. 

Mr. President, I urge all my col
leagues to fight waste and inefficiency 
and to promote the vitality of competi
tion by voting against this amend
ment. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from California. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, at a 
time when amendments on this floor 
are being directed at this bill in order 
to try to stretch the defense dollar, it 
seems ironic, to say the least, that this 
amendment would seek to curtail the 
flexibility presently enjoyed by base 
commanders, much of the opportunity 
afforded them to stretch their dollars. 

There is no evidence that this mora
torium is required. To the contrary. 
there is a vast amount of evidence that 
base comma..."lders themselves prefer 
having the option. It has allowed them 
to allocate their personnel as they 
think most wise. It has saved money. 
That, Mr. President, is what we should 
be thinking about in a time of critical 
defense needs. 

I urge defeat of the amendment. 
however well intended. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I strongly 
support the Levin-Mitchell amend
ment continuing the prohibition on 
contracts for the performance of fire
fighting and security functions at mili
tary facilities. 

There is no doubt that the most im
portant service functions at a military 
base or other military facility are 
those protecting the physical integrity 
of the facility. Indeed these functions 
are as important as the particular mis
sion of the facility itself since a break
down in the performance of these 
functions can wipe out the whole in
stallation and make the performance 
of the mission impossible. A lowering 
of the standards in the performance of 
these functions. a loosening of the 
standards of discipline, a break in the 
chain of direct responsibility to the 
base commander can seriously endan
ger the integrity of our Armed Forces 
and the security of the Nation. 
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I am generally very supportive in 

performing the support functions as
sociated with the defense of our coun
try in the most cost-effective fashion. 
This is an area, however, where we can 
easily be pennywise and pound foolish. 
I am not convinced at all that we can 
get the same level of performance at 
lower cost from private contractors 
that we get now from specially 
trained, experienced Federal person
nel. In fact, private contractors would 
be under pressure to lower their costs 
by hiring inexperienced personnel and 
cut corners in any other manner possi
ble. We cannot afford this in an area 
so crucial to our security. 

The question of the right to strike is 
also pertinent here. Contractor em
ployees have the right to strike and 
should that happen, it would quite se
riously interfere with the functioning 
of an important unit of our national 
defense. 

In sum, the questions of discipline, 
the maintainance of a direct chain of 
command, the cost factor and the as
surance of a reliable, continuous per
formance all argue very strongly for 
the retention of Federal personnel for 
the performance of these crucial func
tions. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to adopt this amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas has moved to 
table the amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would 
be delighted to temporarily withdraw 
my motion if the Senator from Maine 
wants to make a further statement. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
just want to say that I was asked some 
questions by the Senator from Iowa 
and was asked if I would respond to 
them. I wonder if he would give me 
the opportunity to answer them. 

Does the Senator from Iowa deny 
me the opportunity to answer the 
questions that he asked me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is no time remaining for debate. The 
motion to table has been made. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER), and the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. MURKOWSKI), are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
BoREN) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Roll Call Vote No. 186 Leg.] 

YEAS-44 
Abdnor Hatch Packwood 
Andrews Hatfield Pressler 
Armstrong Hawkins Proxmire 
Baker Hecht Quayle 
Boschwitz Helms Rudman 
D'Amato Humphrey Simpson 
Danforth Jepsen Stevens 
Denton Kassebaum Symms 
Dole Kasten Thurmond 
Duren berger Laxalt Tower 
East Leahy Wallop 
Ex on Lugar Warner 
Gam Mattingly Wilson 
Gorton McClure ZOrinsky 
Grassley Nickles 

NAY8-53 
Baucus Ford Mitchell 
Bentsen Glenn Moynihan 
Bid en Hart Nunn 
Bingaman Heflin Pell 
Bradley Heinz Percy 
Bumpers Hollings Pryor 
Burdick Huddleston Randolph 
Byrd Inouye Riegle 
Chafee Jackson Roth 
Chiles Johnston Sarbanes 
Cochran Kennedy Sasser 
Cohen Lauten berg Specter 
Cranston Levin Stafford 
DeConcini Long Stennis 
Dixon Mathias Trible 
Dodd Matsunaga Tsongas 
Domenici Melcher Weicker 
Eagleton Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-3 
Boren Goldwater Murkowsk.i 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 1472 was rejected. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. ARMsTRONG) is prepared to offer 
his amendment creating a new entitle
ment program of enormous cost. He 
indicates to me that he is prepared to 
accept a controlled time agreement on 
this amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? What is the amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is to reestablish the G I 
bill. 

There is a pending amendment, of
fered by the Senator from Maine. The 
motion to table was not agreed to. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from 
Maine. 

The amendment <No. 1472> was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Colorado has an amend
ment that would reestablish the GI 
bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Chair demand order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The Senate is not 
in order. If those conversing will 
please step into the cloakroom, it will 
be appreciated. The Senator from 
Texas cannot be heard. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it ap
pears that all interested parties are 
prepared to accept a controlled time 
agreement on this matter. Therefore, I 
propound the unanimous-consent re
quest that the time consumed on the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo
rado be limited to 2 hours, to be equal
ly divided between the Senator from 
Colorado and the senior Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Can we do that 
and close the window on secondary 
amendments, with no time for debate? 
If we can, it is perfectly all right with 
me. 

Mr. TOWER. I would prefer not to. I 
think it would complicate matters a 
great deal. We are going to consume a 
lot of time. I would rather not have an 
agreement, if we cannot have that un
derstood. Or 10 minutes on each 
amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Ten minutes for each 
side? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Ten minutes 
evenly divided on germane amend
ments, with no other amendments in 
order at the end of the time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to amend my unanimous
consent request in that respect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I did not 
hear the unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request is that 
debate be limited to 2 hours, equally 
divided, with only germane amend
ments in order, and that debate on the 
amendments be limited to 10 minutes, 
equally divided. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I have no objec
tion. 

Mr. TOWER. Equally divided be
tween the proposer of the amendment 
and the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. It is understood 
that the time allocated for amend
ments is over and above the time allo
cated to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 
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Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, there 

will be a rollcall vote on this matter. 
That means the rollcall vote will 
occur, if there are no amendments, no 
later than a quarter to 9. So Senators 
should be alerted to that fact. Time 
could be yielded back. It is my inten
tion to yield back some of my time, if 
that is possible, so we could have a 
vote as early as 8:15 p.m. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. Upon the disposi

tion of the Armstrong amendment and 
any amendments thereto, what is the 
intention of the manager? 

Mr. TOWER. On the disposition of 
the Armstrong amendment, it is ex
pected that we will turn to the amend
ment to be offered by the Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. NUNN) relative to 
the 155 millimeter shell. It is hoped 
that we can get a time agreement on 
that, too. 

Mr. SARBANES. And dispose of 
that this evening? 

Mr. TOWER. And dispose of that 
this evening. 

Then I have one or two amendments 
I might bring up and dispose of, if no 
other Senators have amendments. 

In other words, we will be here for a 
while this evening. Senators should be 
on notice that there will be record 
votes until late in the evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, what is the time 
agreement that has been proposed? 

Mr. TOWER. It is too late to reserve 
the right to object. I will be delighted 
to yield to the Senator for a question. 

Mr. EXON. What is the time agree
ment that has been agreed to on the 
GI bill debate? 

Mr. TOWER. Two hours, to be 
equally divided between the Senator 
from Colorado and the Senator from 
Texas, plus 10 minutes for any amend
ments thereto, to be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Senator LEviN and I 
have a colloquy we would like to enter 
into. 

Mr. TOWER. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Iowa and the Sena
tor from Michigan for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is advised that the 
amendment has not been offered, and 
therefore the time agreement has not 
yet started running. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Colorado for the 
purpose of offering his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1473 

<Purpose: To establish two new programs of 
educational assistance designed to assist 
the Armed Forces in recruiting and retain
ing highly qualified men and women, to 
repeal a termination date applicable to 
certain current GI bill benefits, and for 
other purposes> 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 

in order to facilitate the business of 
the Senate, I will be happy to offer 
the amendment and thereby set the 
time agreement running. 

Mr. TOWER. And I can yield time 
on the amendment for this purpose. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I think the Sen
ator from Iowa needs a couple of min
utes. On behalf of myself and Sena
tors CoHEN, HOLLINGS, MATSUNAGA, 
CRANSTON, BOSCHWITZ, DECONCINI, 
HART, DoLE, KAsTEN, KENNEDY, PREs
SLER, HAWKINS, BRADLEY, MITCHELL, 
and D' AMATo, I send an amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARK
STRONG), for himself and others, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1473. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Add at the end of the bill add the follow

ing new title: 
TITLE IV-VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 401. This title may be cited as the 

"Peace-Time Veterans' Educational Assist
ance Act". 

NEW EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

SEC. 402. <a> Title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting before chapter 31 
the following new chapters: 
"CHAPTER 29-PEACETIME VETERANS' 

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAM 

"Subchapter !-Purposes; Definitions 
"Sec. 
"1401. Purposes. 
"1402. Definitions. 

"Subchapter 11-Basic Educational 
Assistance 

"1411. Entitlement to basic educational as
sistance for active duty service. 

"1412. Entitlement to basic educational as
sistance for service in the Se
lected Reserve. 

"1413. Duration of basic educational assist
ance. 

"1414. Payment of basic educational assist
ance allowance. 

"Subchapter III-Supplemental Educational 
Assistance 

"1421. Entitlement to supplemental educa
tional assistance. 

"1422. Determinations of designated person
nel categories. 

"1423. Payment of supplemental education
al assistance allowance. 

"Subchapter IV -Additional Recruitment 
and Retention Incentives 

"1431. Additional amounts of assistance. 

"Subchapter V -General and Adml.nstratlve 
Provisions 

"1441. Expiration of periods during which 
entitlement may be used. 

"1442. Suspension of educational assistance. 
"1443. Exclusion of certain service for pur

pose of earning entitlement; 
bar to duplication of benefits. 

"1444. Extension to permit completion of 
term. 

"1445. Program requirements. 
"1446. Appropriations; adminsitrative ex

penses; budget function. 
"1447. Reporting requirements. 

"Subchapter !-Purposes; Definitions 
"§ 1401. Purposes 

"The purposes of this chapter are-
"<1> to promote and assist the total force 

concept of the Armed Forces by establishing 
a new program of educational assistance to 
aid in the recruitment and retention of 
highly qualified personnel for both the 
active and reserve components of the Armed 
Forces; and 

"(2) to assist such personnel in obtaining 
an education that they might not otherwise 
be able to afford. 
"§ 1402. Definitions 

"For the purposes of this chapter-
"(!) the term 'basic educational assistance' 

means educational assistance provided 
under subchapter II of this chapter; 

"<2> the term 'effective date' means the ef
fective date provided for in section 408<b> of 
the Omnibus Defense Authorization Act, 
1984; 

"<3> the term 'educational institution' has 
the same meaning provided in section 
1652<c> of this title; 

"(4) the term 'program of education' has 
the same meaning provided in section 
1652<b> of this title; 

"(5) the term 'Selected Reserve' means 
the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve 
of any of the reserve components of the 
Armed Forces, as required to be maintained 
under section 268<b> of title 10; and 

"(6) the term 'supplemental educational 
assistance' means educational assistance 
provided under subchapter III of this chap
ter. 

"Subchapter 11-Basic Educational 
Assistance 

"§ 1411. Entitlement to basic educational BBBist
anee for active duty se"iee 
"(a) Except as provided in subsection <b> 

of this section, an individual shall be enti
tled to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter if such individual-

"(!) after the effective date-
"(A) serves at least three years of continu

ous active duty in the Armed Forces, or 
"<B> serves at least two years of continu

ous active duty in the Armed Forces and 
agrees to serve at least four years in a re
serve component of the Armed Forces after 
service on active duty; 

"(2) before completion of the active-duty 
service described in clause < 1 > of this subsec
tion, has received a secondary school diplo
ma <or an equivalency certificate>; and 

"(3) upon completion of the active-duty 
service described in clause < 1 > of this subsec
tion-

"<A> is discharged from such service with 
an honorable discharge, is placed on the re
tired list, is transferred to the Fleet Reserve 
or Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, or is placed 
on the temporary disability retired list; 

"<B> continues on active duty; or 
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"<C> is released from active duty for fur

ther service in a reserve component of the 
Armed Forces after service on active duty 
characterized by the Secretary concerned as 
honorable service. 

"(b) An individual who receives a commis
sion as an officer in the Armed Forces upon 
graduation from one of the service acade
mies or upon completion of a program of 
educational assistance under section 2107 of 
title 10 is not entitled to basic educational 
assistance under this section. 

"<c> For the purposes of subsection 
<a><3><A> of this section, an individual who, 
upon completion of such individual's full 
period of obligated service or upon such in
dividual's discharge under section 1173 of 
title 10, has received a general discharge 
shall be deemed to have been discharged 
with an honorable discharge if the Adminis
trator determines that such individual's dis
charge was under conditions other than dis
honorable. 

"(d) Except as provided in subsection <b> 
of this secton, an individual who has not yet 
become entitled to basic educational assist
ance under this chapter pursuant to subsec
tion <a><l><A> of this section and who-

"(1) after the effective date serves at least 
two years of continuous active duty in the 
Armed Forces; and 

"(2) before completion of the service de
scribed in clause < 1 > of this subsection, has 
received a secondary school diploma <or an 
equivalency certificate>. 
shall be entitled to such assistance while 
such individual is serving a year of active 
duty that, when completed, will result in 
such individual meeting the length- and 
continuity-of-service requirement of subsec
tion <a><l ><A> of this section. 
"§ 1412. Entitlement to basic educational assist

ance for service in the Selected Reserve 
"(a) Subject to subsection <b> of this sec

tion and except as provided in subsection <c> 
of this section, an individual shall be enti
tled to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter if such individual-

"<1) after the effective date serves-
"<A> in any order (i) at least two years of 

continuous active duty in the Armed Forces 
characterized by the Secretary concerned as 
honorable service, and <U> at least four 
years of continuous service in the Selected 
Reserve during which the individual partici
pates satisfactorily in training as required 
by the Secretary concerned; or 

"(B) at last six years of continuous service 
in the Selected Reserve during which the in
dividual participates satisfactorily in train
ing as required by the Secretary concerned; 

"(2) before completion of the duty or serv
ice described in clause <1> <A>(i) or <B> of 
this subsection, has received a secondary 
school diploma <or an equivalency certifi
cate>; and 

"<3> upon completion of the duty or serv
ice described in clause <1> of this subsec
tion-

"<A> is discharged with an honorable dis
charge, is placed on the retired list, or is 
transferred to the Standby Reserve or an 
element of the Ready Reserve other than 
the Selected Reserve after service in the Se
lected Reserve characterized by the Secre
tary concerned as honorable service; or 

"<B> is ordered to or continues to serve on 
active duty or enters or continues to serve in 
the Selected Reserve. 

"(b) For the purposes of clause <1> of sub
section <a> of this section. the continuity of 
service of a member in the Selected Reserve 
shall not be considered to be broken-

"<1> by any period of time <not to exceed a 
maximum period prescribed by the Secre
tary concerned by regulation> during which 
the member if unable to locate a unit of a 
Selected Reserve that such member is eligi
ble to join or that has a vacancy; 

"(2) by any other period of time <not to 
exceed a maximum period prescribed by the 
Secretary concerned under regulations such 
Secretary shall prescribe> during which the 
member is not assigned to a unit of a Select
ed Reserve and which the Secretary con
cerned, pursuant to regulations which such 
Secretary shall prescribe, determines should 
not be considered for the purpose of ensur
ing continuity of service; or 

"<3> by any period of time during which 
such member serves on active duty. 

"<c> An individual who receives a commis
sion as an officer in the Armed Forces upon 
graduation from one of the service acade
mies or upon completion of a program of 
educational assistance under section 2107 of 
title 10 is not eligible for educational assist
ance under this section. 

"(d) For the purposes of subsections 
<a><3><A> and <e> of this section, an individ
ual who, upon completion of such individ
ual's full period of obligated service or upon 
such individual's discharge under section 
1173 of title 10, has received a general dis
charge shall be deemed to have been dis
charged with an honorable discharge if the 
Administrator determines that such individ
ual's discharge was under conditions other 
than dishonorable. 

"<e> Subject to subsection <b> of this sec
tion and except as provided in subsection <c> 
of this section, an individual who has not 
yet become entitled to basic educational as
sistance under this chapter by virtue of sub
section <a> of this section and who-

"( 1 > after the effective date serves two 
years of continuous active duty in the 
Armed Forces or two years of continuous 
service in the Selected Reserve during 
which the individual participates satisfacto
rily in training as required by the Secretary 
concerned, or serves any combination of 
such types of service and the combined serv
ice equals at least two years of continuous 
service; 

"<2> before completion of such two years 
of service has received a secondary school 
diploma <or an equivalency certificate>; and 

"(3) following completion of such two 
years of service has not been discharged or 
released from such service with a discharge 
other than honorable discharge or a charac
terization of such service by the Secretary 
concerned as other than honorable service, 
shall be entitled to basic educational assist
ance under this chapter while such individ
ual continues to serve either <A> on active 
duty, or <B> on continous duty in the Select
ed Reserve, during which the individual par
ticipates satisfactorily in training as re
quired by the Secretary concerned. 
"§ 1413. Duration of basic educational assistance 

"<a> Subject to section 1795 of this title 
and subsection <b> of this section, each indi
vidual entitled to basic educational assist
ance under this chapter is entitled to <1> one 
month of educational assistance benefits 
under this chapter for each month of active 
duty served by such individual after the ef
fective date, and <2> one month of educa
tional assistance benefits under this chapter 
for each three months served by such indi
vidual in the Selected Reserve after the ef
fective date. 

"<b> An individual may not receive basic 
educational assistance benefits under this 
chapter for a period in excess of thirty-six 

months <or the equivalent thereof in part. 
time educational assistance). 
"§ 1414. Payment of basic edueatlonal ualstanee 

allowance 
"<a> The Administrator shall pay to each 

individual entitled to basic educational as
sistance under this chapter who is pursuing 
an approved program of education under 
this chapter a basic educational assistance 
allowance pursuant to this section to help 
meet, in part, the cost of such individual's 
subsistence, tuition, fees, supplies, books, 
equipment, and other educational expenses. 

"(b) A basic educational assistance allow
ance under this subchapter shall be paid

"<1> at the monthly rate of $300 for an ap
proved program of education pursued on a 
full-time basis; or 

"(2) at an appropriately reduced rate, as 
determined under regulations which the Ad
ministrator shall prescribe, for an approved 
program of education pursued on less than 
a full-time basis. 
"Subchapter III-Supplemental Educational 

Assistance 
"§ 1421. Entitlement to supplemental educational 

assistance 
"An individual who has established enti

tlement to basic educational assistance 
under chapter II of this chapter by complet
ing three years of continuous active duty 
after the effective date shall be entitled to 
supplemental educational assistance under 
this subchapter if such individual-

"<1> has been determined by the Secretary 
concerned to be serving in a category of per
sonnel designated under section 1422 of this 
title; 

"(2) has completed an additional three 
years of continuous active duty in such cate
gory; and 

"(3)(1) has been honorably discharged or 
released therefrom, or <H> is serving on 
active duty. 
"§ 1422. Determinations of designated penonnel 

categories 
"In order to obtain or retain the services 

of sufficient numbers of personnel in speci
fied skills, the Secretary concerned may des
ignate, in accordance with regulations 
which the Secretary of Defense shall pre
scribe, categories or personnel for the pur
poses of section 1421<2> of this title. 
"§ 1423. Payment of supplemental educational as

sistance allowance 
"(a) The Administrator shall pay to each 

individual entitled to supplemental educa
tional assistance under this chapter who is 
pursuing an approved program of education 
under this chapter supplemental education
al assistance purusant to this section to help 
meet, in part, the costs of such individual's 
subsistence, tuition, fees, supplies, books, 
equipment, and other educational expenses. 

"(b) A supplemental educational assist
ance allowance under this subchapter shall 
be paid to an individual entitled thereto-

"<1) concurrently with the payment of the 
basic educational assistance allowance paid 
to such individual under subchapter II of 
this chapter; and 

"<2><A> at the monthly rate of $300 for an 
approved program of education pursued on 
a full-time basis, or <B> at an appropriately 
reduced rate, as determined under regula
tions which the Administrator shall pre
scribe, for an approved program of educa
tion pursued on less than a full-time basis. 
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"Subchapter IV -Additional Recruitment 

and Retention Incentives 
"§ 1431. Additional amounts of 881Jistance 

"Subject to the availability of funds ap.. 
propriated specifically for the purposes of 
this section, the Secretary concerned may, 
in accordance with regulations which the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe to im
plement this section, increase the rate or 
rates of basic or supplemental educational 
assistance allowance, or both such allow
ances, payable to an individual on account 
of active duty service performed in a catego
ry of personnel designated under section 
1422 of this title if (1) the Secretary con
cerned determines such action is necessary 
and appropriate in order to obtain or retain 
the services of sufficient numbers of quali
fied active duty personnel in such designat
ed category of personnel, and (2) such 
action is approved by the Secretary of De
fense. In no event may the amount by 
which such rates are increased under this 
section exceed $300 a month in the case of 
any individual. 

"SUBCHAPTER V -GENERAL AND 
AnlriiNISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

"§ 1441. Expiration of periods during which enti
tlement may be used 
"<a> Except as provided in subsections <b> 

and <c> of this section, the period during 
which an individual may use such individ
ual's entitlement to educational assistance 
under this chapter expires at the end of the 
ten-year period beginning on the later of-

"(1) the date of such individual's last dis
charge or release from active duty; or 

"(2) the last date on which such individual 
becomes entitled to any such assistance. 

"(b) In the case of an individual who, sub
sequent to such individual's last discharge 
or release from active duty, was captured 
and held as a prisoner of war by a foreign 
government or power, the ten-year period 
described in subsection <a> of this section 
shall not run (1) while such individual is so 
detained, or <2> during any period immedi
ately following such individual's release 
from such detention during which such indi
vidual is hospitalized. 

"<c><l> In the case of any individual-
"<A> who was prevented from pursuing 

such individual's chosen program of educa
tion prior to the expiration of the ten-year 
period described in subsection <a> of this 
section because of a physical or mental dis
ability <not including a condition described 
in paragraph <2><A> of this section> which 
was not the result of such individual's own 
willful misconduct; and 

"(B) who applies for an extension of such 
ten-year period within one year after <D the 
last day of such period, or (ii) the last day 
on which such individual was so prevented 
from pursuing such program, whichever is 
later, 
such ten-year period shall not run with re
spect to such individual during the period of 
time that such individual was so prevented 
from pursuing such program and such ten
year period will again begin running on the 
first day following such individual's recov
ery from such disability on which it is rea
sonably feasible, as determined under regu
lations which the Administrator shall pre
scribe, for such individual to initiate or 
resume pursuit of a program of education 
with educational assistance under this chap
ter. 

"<2><A> A condition referred to in para
graph <l><A> of this subsection and in sub
paragraph <B> of this paragraph is an alco
hol or drug dependence or abuse condition 

of an individual in a case in which it is de
termined, under regulations which the Ad
ministrator shall prescribe that-

"(i) such individual <I> has received recog
nized treatment for such condition, or <II> 
has participated in a program of rehabilita
tion for such condition; and 

"<ii) such condition is sufficiently under 
control to enable such individual to pursue 
such individual's chosen program of educa
tion under this chaper. 

"<B> In the case of any individual-
"(i) who was prevented from pursuing 

such individual's chosen program of educa
tion prior to the expiration of the ten-year 
period described in subsection <a> of this 
section because of a condition described in 
subparagraph <A> of this paragraph; and 

"(ii) who applies for an extension of such 
ten-year period within one year after <I> the 
last date of the ten year period otherwise 
applicable under this section, <II> the termi
nation of the last period of such treatment 
or such program of rehabilitation, or <III> 
the date on which final regulations pre
scribed pursuant to subparagraph <A> of 
this paragraph are published in the Federal 
Register, whichever is the latest, such ten
year period shall not, subject to subpara
graph <C> of this paragraph, run with re
spects to such individual during the period 
of time that such individual was so prevent
ed from pursuing such program and such 
ten-year period will again begin running on 
the first day, following such condition be
coming sufficiently under control to enable 
such individual to pursue such individual's 
chosen program of education under this 
chapter on which it is reasonably feasible, 
as determined in accordance with such regu
lations, for such individual to initiate or 
resume pursuit of a program of education 
with educational assistance under this chap
ter. 

"<C) An extension of the applicable ten
year period because of such condition shall 
be limited to the period of time the individ
ual was receiving treatment or the period of 
time the individual was participating in a 
program of rehabilitation for such condition 
plus such additional length of time as the 
individual demonstrates, to the satisfaction 
of the Administrator, that the individual 
was prevented by such condition from initi
taing or completing such program of educa
tion, but in no event shall the extension be 
for more than four years. 
"§ 1442. Suspension of educational usistance 

"<a> The Administrator shall suspend the 
payment of educational assistance allow
ance under this chapter in the case of any 
individual who is assigned to a reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces in connection 
with establishing entitlement to educational 
assistance under this chapter and with re
spect to whom a certification has been re
ceived from the Secretary concerned stating 
that such individual is failing to serve satis
factorily in such reserve component. 

"(b) Unless the individual <except for the 
operation of subsection <a> of this section> is 
no longer entitled to such assistance, the 
payment of such assistance shall be rein
stated upon receipt of certification from the 
Secretary concerned that such individual is 
serving satisfactory as a member of such re
serve component. 
"§ 1443. Exclusion of certain service for purpose 

of earning entitlement; bar to duplication of 
benefits 
"<a> For the purposes of this chapter, the 

term 'active duty' does not include any 
period during which an individual <1> was 

assigned full time by the Armed Forces to a 
civilian institution for a course of education 
which was substantially the same as estab
lished courses offered to civilians, <2> served 
as a cadet or midshipman at one of the serv
ice academies, or <3> served under the provi
sions of section 51<d) of title 10 pursuant to 
an enlistment in the Army National Guard 
or the Air National Guard, or as a Reserve 
for service in the Army Reserve, Naval Re
serve, Air Force Reserve, Marine Corps Re
serve, or Coast Guard Reserve. 

"(b) A period of service counted for pur
poses of repayment under section 902 of the 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 
1981 <10 U.S.C. 2141 note>, of an education 
loan may not also be counted for purposes 
of entitlement to educational assistance 
under this chapter. 

"<c> An individual entitled to educational 
assistance under a program established by 
this chapter who is also eligible for educa
tional assistance under a program under 
chapter 31, 32, 34, 35, or 36 of this title or 
under chapter 106 or 107 of title 10 may not 
receive assistance under both programs con
currently but shall elect (in such form and 
manner as the Administrator shall pre
scribe> under which program to receive edu
cational assistance. 
"§ 1444. Extension to permit completion of term 

"(a) If an individual is enrolled under this 
chapter in an educational institution regu
larly operated on the quarter or semester 
system and the period during which such in
dividual may use such individual's entitle
ment under this chapter would, under sec
tion 1441 of this title, expire during a quar
ter or semester, such period shall be ex
tended to the termination of such quarter 
or semester. 

"<b> If an individual is enrolled under this 
chapter in an educational institution not 
regularly operated on the quarter or semes
ter system and the period during which 
such individual may use such individual's 
entitlement under this chapter would, 
under section 1441 of this title, expire after 
a major portion of the course is completed, 
such period shall be extended to the end of 
the course or for twelve weeks, whichever is 
the lesser period of extension. 
"§ 1445. Program requirements 

"Except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter, the provisions of sections 1663, 
1670, 1671, 1673, 1674, 1676, and 1683 of this 
title and the provisions of chapter 36 of this 
title, with the exception of sections 1777, 
1780<c> and 1787, shall be applicable to the 
payment of educational assistance allow
ances under this chapter. 
"§ 1446. Appropriations; administrative expenses; 

budget function 
"(a) Payments of educational assistance 

allowances under this chapter shall be made 
from appropriations made to the Depart
ment of Defense <in the case of service in a 
military department> or the Department of 
Transportation <in the case of service in the 
Coast Guard> and transferred to the Admin
istrator for such purpose. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall also transfer to the Administrator 
such funds as may be necessary to cover all 
expenses incurred by the Administrator in 
administering this chapter. 

"(c) Transfers under subsections <a> and 
<b> of this section shall be made in advance, 
with necessary adjustments from time to 
time for overpayments and underpayments. 
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"(d) Appropriations and expenditures "(2) to assist such individuals and their 

made to carry out this chapter shall be con- families in obtaining educations that they 
sidered for budgetary purposes as appro- might not otherwise be able to afford. 
priations and expenditures made for nation- "§ 1452. Definitions 
al defense functions. 
"§1«7. Reporting require.ments 

"(a) The Secretary of Defense and the Ad
ministrator, not later than February 1 of 
the year beginning one year after the effec
tive date and annually thereafter, shall each 
submit to the Congress reports on the oper
ation of the programs provided for in this 
chapter and chapter 30 of this title. 

"(b) The Secretary shall include in each 
report submitted under this section-

"<1) information indicating <A> the extent 
to which the benefit levels provided under 
such chapters are adequate to achieve the 
purposes of inducing individuals to enter 
and remain active in the Armed Forces and 
to enter and remain in the Selected Reserve 
and of providing an adequate level of finan
cial assistance to help meet the costs of pur
suing a program of education, and <B> 
whether it is necessary, for the purposes of 
maintaining adequate levels of well-quali
fied active-duty personnel in the Armed 
Forces and well-qualified personnel in the 
Selected Reserve, to continue to offer the 
opportunity for educational assistance 
under such chapters to individuals who 
have not yet entered active-duty service; 
and 

"(2) such recommendations for adminis
trative and legislative changes as the Secre
tary considers appropriate. 

"<c> The Administrator shall include in 
each report submitted under this section-

"<1> information <A> indicating the extent 
to which the benefit levels provided under 
such chapters are providing an adequate 
level of financial assistance to help meet the 
costs of pursuing a program of education, 
and <B> concerning the level of utilization of 
educational assistance and of expenditures 
under such chapters; and 

"<2> such recommendations for adminis
trative and legislative changes as the Ad
ministrator considers appropriate. 
"CHAPTER 30-CAREER MEMBERS' 

CONTRIBUTORY EDUCATIONAL AS
SISTANCE PROGRAM 

"Subchapter !-Definitions 
"Sec. 
"1451. Purposes. 
"1452. Definitions. 
"Subchapter 11-Eligibility; Contributions; 

and Matching Fund 
"1461. Eligibility. 
"1462. Contributions; matching fund. 
"1463. Refunds of contributions. 
"1464. Death of participant. 
"1465. Discharge or release under conditions 

which bar the use of benefits. 
"Subchapter III-Entitlement, Transfer, 

and Duration 
"1471. Entitlement; payment. 
"1472. Transfer of educational benefits. 
"1473. Duration; limitations. 

"Subchapter IV -Administration 
"1481. Requirements. 
"1482. Reports; accounts. 
"1483. Administrative expenses; budget 

function. 
"Subchapter !-Definitions 

"§ 1451. Purposes 
"The purposes of this chapter are-
"<1> to establish a contributory education

al assistance program to enhance the ability 
of the Armed Forces to retain on active 
duty highly qualified men and women; and 

"For the purposes of this chapter: 
"(1) The term 'active duty' does not in

clude any period during which an individual 
<A> was assigned full time by the Armed 
Forces to a civilian institution for a course 
of education which was substantially the 
same as established courses offered to civil
ians, <B> served as a cadet or midshipman at 
one of the service academies, or <C> served 
under the provisions of section 511<d) of 
title 10 pursuant to an enlistment in the 
Army National Guard or the Air National 
Guard, or as a Reserve for service in the 
Army Reserve, Naval Reserve, Air Force Re
serve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast 
Guard Reserve. 

"(2)<A> The term 'eligible person' means 
any individual who is serving on active duty 
in the Armed Forces after completing ten 
years of such active duty. 

"(3) The term 'Fund' means the Career 
members' Education Account established 
pursuant to section 1462<a> of this title. 

"<4> The term 'participant' means an eligi
ble person who enrolls in the program and 
makes contributions to the Fund under sec
tion 1462<a> of this title. 

"(5) The term 'program' means the educa
tional benefits program established by this 
chapter. 

"(6) The term 'program of education' has 
the same meaning provided in section 
1652<b> of this title. 
"Subchapter 11-Eligibility; Contributions; 

and Matching Fund 
"§ 1461. Eligibility 

"<a><l> An eligible person is entitled to 
enroll in the program at any time during 
such person's service on active duty. Except 
as provided in paragraph <2> of this subsec
tion, when a person elects to enroll in the 
program, the person must participate for at 
least twelve consecutive months before such 
person may suspend participation in the 
program or disenroll from the program. 

"<2> The provisions of paragraph <1> of 
this subsection which require at least twelve 
consecutive months of participation in the 
program before a participant may suspend 
participation or disenroll does not apply in 
the case of any participant who <A> sus
pends participation or disenrolls because of 
personal hardship, as defined in regulations 
issued jointly by the Administrator and the 
Secretary of Defense, or <B> is discharged or 
released from active duty. 

"(b) A participant shall be permitted to 
suspend participation or disenroll from the 
program at the end of any twelve-consecu
tive-month period of participation. If par
ticipation is suspended, the participant shall 
be eligible to make additional contributions 
to the program under such terms and condi
tions as shall be prescribed in regulations 
issued jointly by the Administrator and the 
Secretary of Defense. 

"<c><l> Except as provided in paragraph 
<2> of this subsection, if a participant disen
rolls from the program, the participant for
feits any entitlement to benefits under the 
program. A participant who disenrolls from 
the program is eligible for a refund of con
tributions as provided in section 1463 of this 
title. 

"(2) A participant who has disenrolled 
may be permitted to reenroll in the program 
under such conditions as shall be prescribed 
in regulations issued jointly by the Adminis
trator and the Secretary of Defense. 

"§ 1462. Contributiona; matehln« fund 
"<a> Each eligible person enrolllng in the 

program shall agree to have a monthly de
duction made from such person's mWtary 
pay. Such a monthly deduction shall be in 
any amount not less than $25 nor more 
than $100 except that the amount must be 
divisible by five. Any such amount so con
tributed by the participant and any amount 
contributed by the Secretary concerned pur
suant to subsections <b> and <c> of this sec
tion shall be deposited in a deposit fund ac
count which shall be established in the 
Treasury and shall be known as the 'Career 
Members' Education Account.' Contribu
tions made by a participant shall be limited 
to a maximum of $6,000. 

"<b> Except as provided in subsection <c> 
of this section, the Secretary concerned 
shall deposit in the Fund to the credit of a 
participant $2 for each $1 contributed by 
such participant under subsection <a> of this 
section. Deposits for the first twenty-four 
months of participation shall be made in 
the twenty-fifth month after the date on 
which the first contribution is made by such 
participant and periodically thereafter. 

"<c> Pursuant to regulations which the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe, the 
Secretary concerned may deposit in the 
Fund to the credit of a participant such 
amounts in addition to the matching funds 
deposited under subsection <b> of this sec
tion as the Secretary concerned considers 
necessary or appropriate to encourage per
sons to remain on active duty in the Armed 
Forces. 
"§ 1463. Refunds of contributions 

"<a> Contributions made to the program 
by a participant may be refunded only after 
the participant has disenrolled from the 
program or as provided in section 1464 of 
this title. 

"(b)(l) If a participant disenrolls from the 
program before discharge or release from 
active duty, such participant's contributions 
shall be refunded not later than sixty days 
after the date on which the Administrator 
receives notice from the Secretary con
cerned of such participant's disenrollment. 

"(2) If a participant disenrolls from the 
program after discharge or release from 
active duty, the participant's contributions 
shall be refunded not later than sixty days 
after the date on which the Administrator 
receives such participant's application for a 
refund. 
"§ 1464. Death of participant 

"In the event of a participant's death, the 
amount of the unused contributions deposit
ed in the Fund to the credit of such partici
pant under section 1462 of this title shall be 
paid to the living person or persons first 
listed below: 

"(1) The beneficiary or beneficiaries desig
nated by such participant under the partici
pant's Servicemen's Group Life Insurance 
policy. 

"(2) The surviving spouse of the partici
pant. 

"(3) The surviving children of the partici
pant, in equal shares. 

"< 4> The surviving parents of the partici
pant, in equal shares. 
If there is no such person living, such 
amount shall be paid to the participant's 
estate. 
"§ 1465. Discharge or release under conditions 

which bar the use of benefits 
"If a participant is discharged from active 

duty with other than an honorable dis
charge or released from active duty after 
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service on active duty characterized by the 
Secretary concerned as other than honora
ble service, the participant is automatically 
disenrolled from the program and any con
tributions made by the participant under 
section 1462<a> of this title shall be refund
ed to the participant not later than sixty 
days after the date on which the Adminis
trator receives notice from the Secretary 
concerned of such discharge or release. 

"Subchapter III-Entitlement, Transfer, 
and Duration 

"§ 1471. Entitlement; payment 
"<a><l> A participant shall be paid educa

tional assistance in accordance with the pro
visions of this subchapter. 

"<2> A participant shall be entitled to a 
maximum of thirty-six monthly educational 
assistance payments <or their equivalent in 
part-time payments> in addition to any 
amounts payable in the case of such partici
pant under chapter 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, or 36 
of this title. 

"(b) Payment of educational assistance 
under this chapter shall not be made in the 
case of a participant who is serving on active 
duty until such participant has participated 
in the program for at least twenty-four 
months. 

"<c><l> The number of months of a partici
pants' entitlement shall be the lesser of 
thirty-six or the number equal to the 
number of months in which the participant 
made contributions under section 1462<a> of 
this title. 

"(2) The amount of educational assistance 
to which a participant is entitled under this 
section in any month is equal to the excess 
of-

"<A> the sum of all amounts deposited in 
the Fund to the credit of such participant 
under section 1462 of this title before such 
month, over 

"<B> the total amount of such benefits 
paid out of the Fund under this chapter in 
the case of such participant before such 
month, 
divided by the number of months of unused 
entitlement remaining in the case of such 
participant on the day before the date on 
which the payment of benefits for such 
month is made. 

"(d) Payment of educational assistance 
under this chapter in the case of any partic
ipant may be made only for periods of time 
during which such participant or transferee 
under section 1472 of this title is actually 
enrolled in and pursuing an approved pro
gram of education. 
"§ 1472. Transfer of educational benefits 

"<a> A participant may transfer any por
tion of such participant's entitlement to 
educational assistance payments under sec
tion 1471 of this title to such participant's 
spouse or child <in this chapter referred to 
as a 'transferee'). A participant may revoke 
a transfer made under this subsection at 
any time. 

"(b) Any transfer or revocation of entitle
ment under subsection <a> of this section 
shall be made in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of De
fense. 

"(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this chapter, educational assistance may 
not be paid under this chapter to a person 
divorced from the participant on whose 
service the person's entitlement is based. 
"§1473.~on;llnUtations 

"<a> Educational assistance under this 
chapter may not be paid to or transferred 
by a participant at any time more than ten 

years after the date of such participant's 
last discharge or release from active duty. 

"<b> Educational assistance under this 
chapter may not be paid to a transferee at 
any time after the later of < 1 > the date ten 
years after the date on which benefits were 
transferred to the transferee, or <2> the date 
on which the transferee attains twenty-nine 
years of age. 

"<c> In the event that a participant or 
transferee has not utilized any or all of such 
participant's entitlement by the end of the 
applicable period for under subsection <a> or 
<b> of this section, such participant is auto
matically disenrolled from the program and 
any contributions made by such participant 
remaining in the fund shall be refunded to 
the participant following notice to such par
ticipant and an application by such partici
pant for such refund. If no application is re
ceived within one year from the date of 
such notice, it shalll be presumed for the 
purposes of section 1322 of title 31 that the 
participant's whereabouts are unknown and 
the funds shall be transferred as directed in 
subsection <a> of such section. 

''SUBCHAPTER IV-ADMINISTRATION 

"§ 1481. Requirements 
"The provisions of section 1663, 1670, 

1671, 1673, 1674, 1676, and 1683 of this title 
and the provisions of chapter 36 of this title 
with the exception of sections 1777, 1780(c), 
and 1787, shall be applicable to the payment 
of educational assistance under this chap
ter. For the purpose of such provisions, 
transferees shall be considered to be eligible 
veterans. 
"§ 1482. Reports; accounts 

"<a> The Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Administrator a report each 
month showing the name, service number, 
and amount of the deduction made from the 
military pay of each participant enrolling in 
that month, any contribution made by the 
Secretary concerned under section 1462<c> 
of this title, and any change in each partici
pant's enrollment or contribution. The 
report shall also include any additional in
formation the Administrator and the Secre
tary of Defense consider necessary for the 
administration of the program. 

"(b) The Administrator shall maintain ac
counts showing contributions made to the 
Fund by individual participants and by the 
Secretary concerned as well as disburse
ments made from the Fund in the form of 
payments or contributions withdrawn. 
"§ 1483. Administrative expenses; budget function 
"<a><l> The Secretary of Defense and the 

Secretary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall transfer to the Administrator such 
funds as may be necessary to cover all ex
penses incurred by the Administrator in ad
minstering this chapter. 

"<2> Transfers under paragraph <1> of this 
subsection shall be made in advance, with 
necessary adjustments from time to time for 
overpayments and underpayments. 

"<b> Appropriations and expenditures 
made to carry out this chapter shall be con
sidered for budgetary purposes as appro
priations and expenditures made for nation
al defense functions.". 

<b> The tables of chapters at the begin
ning of such title and at the beginning of 
part III of such title are each amended by 
inserting before the item relating to chapter 
31 the following new items: 
"29. Peacetime Veterans' Education-

al Assistance Program.................... 1401 
"30. Career Members' Contributory 

Educational Assistance Program. 1451". 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER VJ:'l'DANS' 
EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAIIS 

Sr.c. 403. <a> Section 1508(!)(1) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended-

< 1 > in subparagraph <A>-
<A> by inserting "29 or" before "34" the 

first place it appears; and 
<B> by striking out "chapter 34" the 

second place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "either chapter 29 of chapter 34"; 
and 

<2> in subparagraph (b), by inserting "29 
or" before "34". 

<b> Section 1623 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"<e> If a participant becomes entitled to 
educational assistance under chapter 29 of 
this title, the participant may elect to disen
roll for the program under this chapter ef
fective on the first day of the month in 
which the participant becomes entitled to 
such assistance.". 

<c> The third sentence of section 1673<d> 
of such title is amended by inserting "29," 
after "chapter" the second time it appears. 

<d><l> Section 1781 of such title is amend
ed-

<A> by inserting "29," after "chapter" the 
first time it appears; 

<B> by striking out "36," and inserting in 
lieu thereof "36 of this title or chapter 106 
or 107 of title 10,"; and 

<C> by striking out the comma after 
"chapter 31". 

<2> Section 1795<a> of such title is amend
ed-

<A> in clause <4>. by inserting "29," after 
"chapters"; and 

<B> by inserting after clause <4> the fol
lowing new clause: "(5) chapters 106 and 107 
of title 10.". 
EDUCATIONAL LEAVE OP ABSENCE POR ENLISTED 

MEMBERS OP THE ARMED FORCES 

SEC. 404. <a> Chapter 40 of title 10, United 
States Code, relating to leave, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 
"§ 708. Educational leave of absence 

"<a> Under such regulations as the Secre
tary of Defense shall prescribe after consul
tation with the Secretary of Transportation 
and subject to subsection <b), the Secretary 
concerned may grant to any eligible member 
<as defined in subsection <e» a leave of ab
sence for a period of not to exceed two years 
for the purpose of permitting such member 
to pursue a program of education. 

"<b><l> A member may not be granted a 
leave of absence under this section unless-

"<A> in the case of an enlisted member, 
the member agrees in writing to extend the 
member's current enlistment after comple
tion <or other termination> of the program 
of education for which the leave of absence 
was granted for a period of two months for 
each month of the period of the leave of ab
sence; and 

"<B> in the case of an officer, the member 
agrees to serve on active duty after comple
tion <or other termination> of the program 
of education for which the leave of absence 
was granted for a period <in addition to any 
other period of obligated service on active 
duty> of two months for each month of the 
period of the leave of absence. 

"<2> A member may not be granted a leave 
of absence under this section until such 
member has completed any extension of en
listment or reenlistment, or any period of 
obligated service, incurred by reason of any 
previous leave of absence. 
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"<c><l> While on a leave of absence under 

this section a member shall be paid basic 
pay but may not be paid basic allowance for 
quarters or basic allowance for subsistence 
or any other pay and allowances to which 
the member would otherwise be entitled for 
such period. 

"(2) A period during which a member is on 
a leave of absence under this section shall 
be counted for the purposes of computing 
the amount of a member's basic pay, for the 
purpose of determining the member's eligi
bWty for retired pay, and for the purpose of 
time in grade for promotion purposes, but 
may not be counted for the purpose of com
pletion of the term of enlistment of the 
member (in the case of an enlisted member). 

"(d)(l) In time of war, or of national 
emergency declared by the President or the 
Congress, the Secretary concerned may 
cancel any leave of absence granted under 
this section. 

"<2> The Secretary concerned may cancel 
a leave of absence granted to a member 
under this section if the Secretary deter
mines that the member is not satisfactorily 
pursuing the program of education for 
which the leave was granted. 

"(e) In this section, 'eligible member' 
means a member of the armed forces on 
active duty who is eligible for basic educa
tional assistance under chapter 29 of title 38 
and who-

"<1) in the case of an enlisted member, has 
completed at least one term of enlistment 
and has enlisted; and 

"(2) in the case of an officer, has complet
ed the officer's initial period of obligated 
service on active duty.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"708. Educational leave of absence.". 

PRESEPARATION COUNSELING 

SEc. 405. <a> Chapter 53 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 1043. Preseparation counseling requirement 

"Effective not later than two years after 
the effective date provided for in section 
408(b) of the Omnibus Defense Authoriza
tion Act, 1984, upon the discharge or release 
from active duty of a member of the armed 
forces, the Secretary concerned shall pro
vide for individual counseling of that 
member. That counseling shall include a 
discussion of the educational assistance ben
efits to which the member is entitled be
cause of the member's service in the armed 
forces and an explanation of the procedures 
for the advantages of affWating with the 
Selected Reserve. A notation of the provi
sion of such counseling, signed by the 
member, shall be placed in the service 
record of each member receiving such coun
seling.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"1043. Preseparation counseling require

ment.". 
TEilJUNATION OP RIGHT TO ENROLL IN CHAPTER 

32 PROGRAM 

SBC. 406. Section 408(a) of the Veterans' 
Education and Employment Assistance Act 
of 1976 <Public Law 94-502, 90 Stat. 2383, 
2397> is amended-

< I> By <A> striking out "<1)"' and 
<2> striking out all after "Act> after'' and 

inserting in lieu thereof "the effective date 
provided for in section 408<b> of the Omni
bus Defense Authorization Act, 1984". 

REPEAL OF THE 1989 TERMINATION DATE CON· 
TAINED IN CHAPTER 34 OF TITLE 38, UNITED 
STATES CODE 

SEC. 407. <a> Section 1662 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out subsection <e>. 

(b)(l) Chapter 34 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 1694. Appropriations; administrative expenses 

"(a) Payments of educational assistance 
for the pursuit of a program of education or 
of apprenticeship or other on-job training 
under this chapter or chapter 36 of this title 
after December 31, 1989, shall be made from 
appropriations made to the Department of 
Defense, the Department of Health and 
Human Services, and the Department of 
Transportation, as appropriate, and trans
ferred to the Administrator for such pur
poses. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense, the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services, and the 
Secretary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall also transfer to the Administrator 
such funds as may be necessary to cover all 
expenses incurred by the Administrator in 
administering this chapter after December 
31, 1989. 

"(c) Transfers under subsections <a> and 
(b) of this section shall be made in advance, 
with necessary adjustments from time to 
time for overpayments and underpay
ments.". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"1694. Appropriations; administrative ex

penses.''. 
EFFECTIVE DATES 

SEc. 408. <a> The amendments made by 
sections 406 and 407 shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1983. 

<b><l> Except as provided in paragraph <2>, 
the amendments made by section 402 
through 405 shall take effect on October 1, 
1987. 

<2><A> Subject to subparagraph <3> and 
subsection <c>, such amendments shall take 
effect on a date prior to October 1, 1987, as 
detemined by the President, upon the rec
ommendation of the Secretary of Defense, 
in accordance with the provisions of sub
paragraph <B>. 

<B> In making a determination pursuant 
to subparagraph <A>. the Presiden~ 

<i> shall take into account <I> the project
ed costs of carrying out the programs of 
educational assistance for men and women 
in the Armed Forces that would be estab
lished under chapters 29 and 30 of title 38, 
United States Code <as added by section 
402(a)), <II> the Armed Forces' recruitment 
and retention experiences in the preceding 
fiscal year and projected recruitment and 
retention performances for the fiscal year 
in which such determination is made and 
the next four fiscal years, and <III> other al
ternatives and their projected costs to en
hance such recruitment and retention, and 

(if) shall determine a date for the estab
lishment of such programs upon finding 
that the establishment of them on such 
date is, in terms of the factors specified in 
clause (i), necessary in the national interest 
of the United States in order to achieve the 
purposes of such chapters. 

<C> Prior to making a recommendation 
under subparagraph <A>, the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs and obtain and 
review the recommendations of the Secre
taries of the military departments in terms 

of the considerations specified in subpara
graph <B>. 

<3> The amendments made by sections 402 
through 405 shall not take effect on the 
date determined pursuant to subparagraph 
<A> unless the President, not less than 
ninety days prior to such date, has submit
ted to the Committees on Armed Services, 
on Veterans' Affairs, and on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate written notice of, together with a 
report explaining the justification for, the 
determination. 

<4> On each December 1 occurring in the 
years 1984, 1985, and 1986, the President 
shall decide whether to make a determina
tion pursuant to paragraph <2>, and shall, 
not later than thirty days thereafter, 
submit to such committees a report explain
ing the reasons for that decision. 

FUNDING 

SEC. 409. <a> No obligations to make out
lays or payments under the amendment 
made by section 402<a> may be entered into 
unless the authority to enter into such obli
gations has been provided by an appropria
tion Act. 

<b><l> During the first fiscal year in which 
payments of educational assistance are to be 
made under chapter 29 of title 38, United 
States Code <as added by section 402(a}), 
such payments shall be made from funds in 
the Veterans' Administration readjustment 
benefits accounts to the extent that funds 
sufficient for making such payments are not 
available for transfer to the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs pursuant to section 
1446<a> of such title. 

<2> The Secretary of Defense and the Sec
retary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall transfer to the Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs for deposit in such account 
funds sufficient to reimburse the Adminis
trator for payments made from such ac
count pursuant to paragraph < 1 >. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Iowa and 
the Senator from Michigan for the 
purpose of conducting a colloquy. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in the Su
preme Court's recently issued decision 
in the case of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service against 
Chadha, the Court stated broadly and 
clearly that any legislative veto requir
ing less than bicameral approval and 
presentment to the President is uncon
stitutional. That decision struck down 
approximately 100 legislative veto pro
visions in current law. In the wake of 
that decision, everyone is wondering 
whether the executive or the legisla
tive branch gains power in the short 
and long run and what the practical 
effects of the decision will be. 

I would like to draw the attention of 
my colleagues to a provision contained 
in this DOD authorization bill, which 
will be the first Senate action, I be
lieve, on a preexisting legislative veto. 
And what we will be doing by passing 
this bill is taking back from the Presi
dent a grant of authority previously 
authorized with an accompanying one- · 
House legislative veto. Let me provide 
some important background. 
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With the passage of the so-called 

Rivers amendment in 1967, the pay ad
justment mechanism for military per
sonnel was linked to the mechanism in 
place for civilian pay raises. That 
mechanism requires the President to 
seek a report from a designated pay 
agent on the pay levels based on an as
sessment of comparable pay levels in 
the private sector. If the President 
takes no further action on the pay 
agent's recommendation after report
ing that recommendation to Congress, 
the pay adjustment will become effec
tive on October 1 of that year. If, how
ever, due to a national emergency or 
economic conditions affecting the gen
eral welfare the President decides to 
offer an alternative pay plan, the 
President may send such alternative 
plan to the Congress and it will 
become effective on October 1 of that 
year, unless within 30 days of submis
sion either House adopts a resolution 
of disapproval. If a resolution of disap
proval is adopted, the pay agent's 
original recommendation takes effect. 

Prior to the Chadha decision, the 
Armed Services Committee was plan
ning on breaking the statutory link be
tween military and civilian pay raises 
by creating a separate procedure for 
the Secretary of Defense to serve as 
pay agent for military pay adjustment 
determinations, and we have in fact 
done that in this bill. We were also 
going to allow the President, as in cur
rent law, to offer an alternative pay 
plan which would be subject to a one
House legislative veto. After the 
Chadha decision, however, the legisla
tive veto we were considering was no 
longer a viable alternative. 

In looking for a way to handle the 
issue without the tool of the legisla
tive veto, the committee agreed, on an 
amendment by the senior Senator 
from Iowa, Senator JEPSEN, to remove 
the President's ability to offer an al
ternative pay plan without proposing 
specific legislation on the subject. 

This is an important step in the 
lengthy process that now faces the au
thorizing committees of Congress. 
Each situation is unique, of course, 
and the solutions to life without the 
legislative veto may prove to be varied. 
I think, however, that in many cases 
Congress will find itself in the situa
tion of simply having to rescind the 
prior grant of authority. We on the 
Armed Services Committee and the 
Senate as a whole, when this authori
zation bill passes, will have taken that 
step with regard to military pay ad
justment. 

Mr. President, I wonder if my good 
friend from Iowa and colleague on the 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
JEPSEN, agrees with me in my assess
ment that the amendment he offered 
in the Armed Services Committee on 
the procedure for determining mili
tary pay adjustments represents a re-

scission of prior authority we had 
granted to the President? 

Mr. JEPSEN. The Senator from 
Michigan is absolutely right. Without 
the tool of a one-House veto, we were 
faced with a choice of either giving 
the President full authority to set the 
pay adjustment for military personnel 
at a level different from that of the 
recommendation of the pay agent, or 
to require that the President follow 
the full legislative process in obtaining 
an alternative. We decided to require 
the President to seek congressional ap
proval of any alternative pay plan for 
the military. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I might 
add, here, that I know Senator JEPSEN 
has been a longtime supporter of the 
legislative veto. He was, I believe, an 
early cosponsor of S. 890 in the 97th 
Congress, which would have applied a 
one-House veto to regulations issued 
by executive and independent agen
cies. 

Mr. JEPSEN. The Senator is again 
correct, and I can tell him that I be
lieve that the loss of our ability to use 
legislative vetoes is a great one-to 
both the executive branch and Con
gress, and I agree with Senator 
LEviN's analysis that in many situa
tions Congress will be reluctant to con
tinue to extend a grant of authority to 
the executive branch which was other
wise checked by the presence of a leg
islative veto. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend. 
Mr. JEPSEN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
form Colorado. 

Mr. LEVIN. I also thank my friend 
from Colorado for yielding. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1473 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
believe we are now ready to proceed to 
the consideration of the amendment, 
and I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. President, as we reflect upon the 
efforts of Congress to legislate for the 
future of America, on the hundreds 
and even thousands of pieces of legis
lation that have been enacted over 
this country's existence, we can look 
back on the programs and we readily 
can see that some of them have been 
terrible, some of them have been medi
ocre, and a nandful have really been 
outstanding. 

When you think of the landmarks 
that really stand out over the decades 
of programs that have been enormous
ly successful in fulfilling their intend
ed purpose, the list is not very long, 
and I think immediately of the land
grant college program of the last cen
tury as something that Congress did 
that really reflected the kind of 
wisdom and leadership that has bene
fited this country down to the present 
day. 

Then I think the Interstate High
way program was probably the great
est public works program in the histo-

ry of mankind, and may be a handful 
of others. 

Certainly on that list of programs 
that have worked, programs that have 
really been in the long run for the 
best interests of this country, none 
could be said to be greater in my opin
ion than the G I education bills of the 
last 40 years. 

The amendment which more than a 
dozen of my colleagues and I have sub
mitted is to reestablish the GI bill. 
Our proposal will provide a basic edu
cational assistance benefit of $300 a 
month to service members who com
plete 2 or more years of honorable 
service starting October 1, 1987. 

Benefits will vest at the rate of 1 
month of benefits for each month of 
honorable service to a maximum of 36 
months. Thus, a serviceman or woman 
could earn enough G I bill credits to 
actually put themselves through a 
normal 4-year, 9-month-per-year, col
lege program. 

In addition, a benefit of $100 per 
month is to be earned for each month 
of service in selected Reserves or the 
National Guard. 

Our amendment provides, in addi
tion, two discretionary means of in
creasing education benefits to encour
age longer enlistments and to steer 
qualified recruits toward military oc
cupational specialties where critical 
skills are required. Moreover, our bill 
will establish a career members con
tributory educational program 
through which service members with 
10 or more years of honorable service 
would be permitted to contribute from 
$25 to $100 a month, up to a maximum 
of $6,000, to a special education fund. 
After a 24-month vesting period, the 
service member's contribution would 
be matched 2 for 1 by the Department 
of Defense. 

The fund could be used either by the 
service member himself or herself to 
supplement the GI bill entitlement or 
be transferred to a spouse or depend
ent child. 

A fourth provision of the bill which 
we now offer as an amendment is to 
permit career service members to uti
lize their G I educational benefits full 
time, without having to interrupt or 
abandon their military career. The 
service Secretaries in their discretion 
would be permitted to grant an educa
tional leave of absence of up to 12 
months for this purpose. 

Our GI bill will be administered by 
the Veterans' Administration and paid 
for by the Department of Defense ap
propriation. 

Our bill will not go into effect until 
October 1, 1987, although the Presi
dent under the terms of our amend
ment would be given authority to im
plement it sooner if needed to meet re
cruiting and retention goals. 

Since there would be no outlays for 
at least 2 years after the implementing 
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date, our GI bill is virtually cost-free 
throughout the balance of this decade. 

Indeed, according to the projections 
of the Congressional Budget Office, 
the total cost of the program from 
now through the end of fiscal year 
1989 is only $7 million. Later, the cost 
rises to a maximum rate in 1993 of 
$486 million. While this is a substan
tial amount of money, I should note 
that it is really very modest in propor
tion to the total defense budget and 
will be offset at least to some extent 
by counterveiling savings arising from 
reduced attrition and from lower de
pendent benefits because one of the 
fastest rising elements in the manpow
er account is the cost of providing ben
efits such as medical care, housing 
subsistence, and day care service to de
pendents of junior personnel. 

Our studies indicate that upward 
bound college eligible high school 
graduates are less likely to have de
pendents than are service men and 
women who are not in the college 
bound group. 

Dr. Charles Moskos of Northwestern 
University, the renowned military soci
ologist, has estimated that these and 
other countervailing savings which 
would be triggered by our GI bill pro
posal could save more than $500 mil
lion per year. Initially, when we pro
posed this amendment, we intended to 
offset the modest cost of our G I bill 
by placing a cap on the pay of recruits 
in basic training. However, the Armed 
Services Committee anticipated this 
action by establishing a new pay scale 
for E-1's with less than 4 months serv
ice. The net savings to the taxpayers 
throughout the decade will exceed 
$200 million. 

Mr. President, the combination of 
the recession and the long overdue 
military pay increases of 1980 and 
1981 have temporarily produced an 
ample supply of qualified recruits, but 
nearly every expert has testified that 
a GI bill will be needed by 1987 if not 
before. Improved economic times his
torically have meant hard times for 
military recruiters. 

In addition-and I ask my colleagues 
to note this point well-in addition, 
the number of military age youths will 
decline by 1.3 million between fiscal 
year 1982 and 1987. In other words, in 
order to meet our manpower goals we 
will have to select a higher and higher 
proportion from the eligible age 
group. 
If we exclude those young people 

who are college bound, we will have to 
attract one out of two in this age 
group within very few years in order 
to meet our recruiting goals. 

What this means, Mr. President, is 
that we need a program that goes into 
place now ready to be triggered into 
action by 1987 or sooner if the Presi
dent so determines in order to deal 
with an admittedly serious military 

manpower problem before it becomes 
a crisis. 

Mr. President, the GI bill has proven 
to be the most effective and the most 
cost effective recruiting device the 
Armed Forces ever have had, but it is 
much more than that. 

The World War II and successor GI 
bills were among the most successful 
social programs in our Nation's histo
ry, providing millions with a college 
education they would not otherwise 
have been able to attain and enriching 
our Nation immeasurably. The World 
War II GI bill, according to estimates, 
ultimately returned to the Treasury 
three to six times its cost in higher tax 
revenues, not taking into account the 
immeasurable enrichment of the lives 
of those who participated in this pro
gram. 

Truly, the GI bill is an investment in 
this Nation's future. It is a program 
from which everyone benefits, the re
cipients, the Armed Forces, our col
leges and universities, our society as a 
whole. 

Mr. President, in the interest of 
time, I wish to submit for the record 
at this point and ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD in 
full a summary of the GI bill amend
ment which we now suggest. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 
SUlDIARY OF PROPOSED GI BILL AMENDMENT 

TO S. 675 To BE PROPOSED BY SENATORS 
AR.IISTRONG, COHEN, HOLLINGS, MATSUNAGA, 
AND CRANSTON 

The proposed amendment incorporates 
and blends together major features of S. 691 
<introduced by Senators Armstrong, Cohen, 
Hollings, and Matsunaga and cosponsored 
by Senators Andrews, Boschwitz, Gam, 
Inouye, Specter, Trible, and Tsongas) and S. 
8 <introduced by Senator Cranston and co
sponsored by Senators Hart and DeConcini). 
The amendment would amend title 38, 
United States Code, to establish two new 
programs of educational assistance designed 
to assist the Armed Forces in recruiting and 
retaining highly qualified men and women. 

I. PEACETIME VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Basic eligibility: Eligibility for the basic 
educational assistance program would be 
earned by fulfillment of a contract to per
form military service after the effective 
date-October 1, 1987 <or an earlier date if 
determined by the President>. Generally, 
the minimum contract would be 3 years of 
active-duty service, or 2 years of active-duty 
service followed by 4 years of service in the 
reserves. Additionally, 6 years of service in 
the Selected Reserve <or any combination of 
four years in the Selected Reserve and two 
years active duty) would also establish eligi
bility. 

Honorable discharges would be required 
as a condition of eligibility <except in the 
case of a veteran with a general discharge 
who has completed his or her enlistment or 
other period of obligated service and re
ceives a favorable adjudication from the 
Veterans' Administration>. 

Eligibility would also be contingent upon 
receipt of a high school diploma <or equiva-

Ieney> prior to the completion of active-duty 
service. 

Officers who have graduated from one of 
the service academies or completed a Re
serve Officers' Training Corps program 
would not be eligible for the new program. 

Benefits: Up to 36 months of educational 
assistance benefits at $300 a month could be 
earned under the new program. One month 
of active-duty service or three months of Se
lected Reserve service would earn one 
month of benefits. Payment of benefits to 
an eligible individual could begin after 24 
months of service on active duty or in the 
Selected Reserve. 

Supplemental Benefits: A second, discre
tionary tier of benefits-$300 per month
could be added to the basic benefits pro
gram where necessary to overcome particu
lar recruitment and retention problems in 
such areas as the combat arms and scarce 
skills. These supplemental educational as
sistance benefits would be available to those 
who have established eligibility for the basic 
program by completing three years of 
active-duty service and who subsequently 
complete an additional three years in a per
sonnel category specified by the Service Sec
retary concerned in accordance with regula
tions of the Secretary of Defense. Those 
who qualify would double the basic program 
benefit level-becoming eligible for 36 
months of educational assistance at $600 
per month. 

Kickers: The Service Secretaries would 
also have the authority, consistent with reg
ulations prescribed by the Secretary of De
fense, to enrich either the basic benefits 
<without requiring additional active-duty 
service) or the supplemental benefits. These 
kickers, up to $300 in additional benefits per 
month, would also be predicated on the 
needs of the various service branches to re
cruit and retain personnel in specified cate
gories. 

Administration: The program of educa
tional assistance, which would be estab
lished under a new chapter 29 of title 38, 
would be administered by the VA in a 
manner generally consistent with the Viet
nam-era, chapter 34 GI Bill. Individuals 
would generally have 10 years in which to 
use their benefits after leaving the service. 

Funding: The Department of Defense 
<and the Department of Transportation for 
the Coast Guard) would be required to 
transfer to the VA funds to cover benefit 
payments and costs associated with adminis
tering the new program. 

Effective Date: The new program would 
become effective on October 1, 1987. Howev
er, the President could, upon giving 90-days 
notice to the Congress, provide for the pro
gram to become effective if the President 
determines that an earlier date would be in 
the national interest. 

II. CAREER MEMBERS' CONTRIBUTORY 
EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Eligibility: Enlisted personnel with ten 
years of active-duty service would be eligible 
to participate in this new contributory pro
gram. 

Contributions and Matching: Eligible indi
viduals would be able to make contributions 
to a fund through deductions from military 
pay up to a maximum of $6,000. Each $1 
contributed by the service member would be 
matched on a 2-for-1 basis. In addition, the 
Service Secretaries would be authorized, 
based on recruitment and retention needs 
and with the Secretary of Defense's approv
al, to add supplemental contributions to an 
individual's fund. 
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Transferability: A service member would 

have the option of using the benefits for his 
or her own education or of transferring 
them to a spouse or child. Benefits would be 
paid based on the monthly amount of con
tributions and the number of months in 
which they were made. 

Administration and Funding: This pro
gram would be established under a new 
chapter 30 of title 38. Like the chapter 29 
program described above, the new program 
would be administered by the VA in a 
manner similar to that in which the current 
GI Bill is administered. The Department of 
Defense (and the Department of Transpor
tation for the Coast Guard> would transfer 
to the VA funds to cover the costs of benefit 
payments and administrative expenses. 

Effective Date: October 1, 1987. However, 
an earlier date could be established as de
scribed under I, above. 

Ill. EDUCATIONAL LEAVE 

The proposed amendment would add to 
title 10, United States Code, a new program 
under which individuals who establish eligi
bility for the new chapter 29 program would 
be eligible to apply for a period of up to two 
years of educational leave. For each month 
of two months of service would be required 
to be completed following return to active 
duty. 

IV. REPEAL OF 1989 TERMINATION DATE 

Under the provisions of chapter 34 of title 
38, United States Code-the so-called "Viet
nam-Era GI Bill"-no educational assistance 
may be paid after December 31, 1989. This 
means that eligible individuals <those who 
entered the service before January 1, 1977>. 
still on active duty on December 31, 1989, 
will lose all of the GI Bill benefits to which 
they are not entitled. The proposed amend
ment would repeal the 1989 termination 
date. It would further require that the De
partment of Defense <and the Department 
of Health and Human Services for the 
Public Health Service and the Department 
of Transportation for the Coast Guard> 
bear all benefit-payment and administra
tive-expense costs after that date. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
before yielding to others who wish to 
speak on this subject, I wish now to 
deal directly with some of the objec
tions which have been raised when 
this issue has been brought before 
Congress on previous occasions. 

Obviously, the GI bill is not some 
radical new notion. It has been around 
a long time. It has worked successful
ly. Yet there remains a kernel of oppo
sition, and Senators might well ask is 
this because this is an unstudied pro
posal. 

Mr. President, I do not see anyone 
who can say that this proposal has not 
been adequately studied. I doubt if 
there is any one issue during the last 
three Congresses which has been as 
fully and as carefully studied as has 
been the GI bill. There have been 24 
hearings on the G I bill before commit
tees of Congress, more than 200 wit
nesses have testified, among them 
Members of Congress, the Department 
of Defense, and witnesses ranging 
from private to general, military de
pendents, budget analysts from CBO 
and GAO, academic experts, spokes
men for service associations and veter-

ans, and representatives of the Nation
al Association of Colleges and Univer
sities. 

More than 90 percent of these wit
nesses, most of them with great vigor, 
have enthusiastically endorsed the 
reinstitution of GI bill benefits. Yet 
the opposition remains in the Con
gress. 

I should amend that and say the op
position remains in the Senate. The 
other body is ready to go on this pro
posal. The House of Representatives 
in 1982 considered, with only a single 
dissenting vote in the House Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, a similar GI pro
posal in 1982; and earlier this year the 
House Veterans' Affairs Committee 
again turned its attention to and 
unanimously reported out a GI bill. 

What about the argument that 
somehow we do not need a G I bill at 
this time? Let me just meet that head 
on because it is a fact that our armed 
services are meeting our recruiting and 
retention goals admirably at the 
present time. 

However, this condition is certain to 
deteriorate, and deteriorate markedly, 
in the very near future; first, because 
the economic recovery has begun, and 
with good times there will be more 
jobs available for young people in the 
crucial military service age group. In 
other words, there will be more compe
tition for the attention and loyalty of 
these young people. 

Second, the effect of recent pay 
raises is wearing off. Already we are 
returning to the bad practices which 
created the military manpower emer
gency of the late 1970's. 

In his recordbreaking budget sub
mission for fiscal year 1984 President 
Reagan proposed a pay freeze for our 
servicemen and women. The Armed 
Services Committee mitigated this 
damage by proposing a half-year 4 per
cent pay increase for service members 
other than E-1 with less than 4 
months of service. 

But the trend toward capping pay is 
unmistakable. Once again military pay 
is falling behind the cost of living, and 
once again we are sending a signal to 
our servicemen that they are the last 
to be thought of in the formulation of 
defense policy. 

In my opinion, the continuation of 
this trend will put us right back into 
the same kind of a jam we were in 
only a few years ago when we could 
scarcely keep our ships afloat and, in 
fact, some of them were beached; 
when our Army units were under
strength and not combat-ready. 

But what makes this problem even 
worse as we look to the next 3 or 4 
years is the fact that the proportion of 
young people reaching age 18 is ex
pected to decline by a full 20 percent, 
by 1.3 million, from fiscal year 1982 to 
1987, and drop still further in the late 
1980's and early 1990's. 

It is abundantly clear that addition
al recruiting incentives will be re
quired by 1987, if not before, just to 
keep maintained end strengths at 
their present level. 

Mr. President, in the interest of time 
I would like to submit for the RECORD 
the comments of a number of experts. 
I do not consider myself an expert on 
this subject. I have been beating the 
drum for the GI bill for the last 3 
years, and as with more than two 
dozen of my colleagues I have spon
sored legislation on this subject, have 
testified at hearings. 

But the real experts are the ones 
who have studied this, from a military 
need standpoint, from an economic 
standpoint, from the standpoint of 
military sociology, and they have testi
fied on this at length. 

So I would like to submit for the 
RECORD brief excerpts of this expert 
testimony, and I would like to call at
tention to the observations of Presi
dent Reagan speaking before the 
Nation in a televised address on -Octo
ber 19, 1980, when he said: 

I will ask Congress to reinstate the G I bill, 
a program which was directly responsible 
for the most rapid advances ever in the edu
cational level of our population. 

Then I hope, Mr. President, that all 
Senators will consider seriously the 
pbservations about the desirability of 
the G I bill by Lt. Gen. Maxwell Thur
man, USA, Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Personnel; Vice Adm. Lando Zech, 
USN, Deputy Chief of Naval Oper
ations; Lt. Gen. C. G. Cooper, USMC, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower; 
Maj. Gen. Kenneth Peek, USAF, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower 
and Personnel; James N. Magill, spe
cial assistant, National Legislative 
Service, Veterans of Foreign Wars; G. 
Michael Schlee, director, National Se
curity Commission, American Legion; 
Lt. Commander David Passamaneck, 
USA <retired> legislative director, 
AMVETS; Richard W. Johnson, na
tional legislation director, Noncommis
sioned Officers Association; Max 
Bielke, legislative counsel, National 
Association for Uniformed Services; 
Col. Erik Johnson, USA, director of 
legislative affairs, Association of the 
U.S. Army; and Robert W. Nolan, na
tional executive secretary, Fleet Re
serve Association. 

I have just quoted a paragraph from 
the extended statements of these gen
tlemen, but I ask my colleagues to con
sider well their recommendations as 
they think on this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the excerpts be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ExCERPTS 

"I will ask Congress to reinstate the G.I. 
Bill, a program which was directly responsi-



19000 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 13, 1983 
ble for the most rapid advance ever in the 
educational level of our population."
Ronald Reagan, Televised Address to 
Nation, October 19, 1980. 

President Reagan is far from alone in his 
appreciation of the benefits to the Armed 
Forces and to the country of a new G.I. Bill. 
Below are excerpts from the testimony at 
the most recent of the 24 hearings that 
have been held on the G.I. Bill during the 
last three Congresses, this one before the 
House Veterans Mfairs Committee on April 
12, 1983: 

"The Army must have an educational pull 
mechanism permanently authorized in law 
which is not subject to the vagaries of year 
to year change . . . The education benefits 
about which we are speaking do two things 
at once. They are recruitment incentives for 
us, and they are rewards for service to the 
Nation."-LTG Maxwell Thurman, USA, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

"No Americans are more deserving of edu
cational assistance than those who serve our 
Nation in the military services. I believe 
their service and their sacrifice should be 
rewarded. Although the individual services 
would benefit greatly by a G.l. Bill, I believe 
in the long run our country benefits even 
more."-Vice Adm Lando Zech, USN, 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations. 

"I think the G.l. Bill is a must for the 
future. I have been in the recruiting busi
ness, and I can look down the pike and know 
that the talent market is going to become 
much smaller, competition is going to 
become much more intense with industry 
and other means looking for the quality of 
youngsters we want, and I think that a good 
education bill in the future will be of great 
assistance."-LtGen C.G. Cooper, USMC, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower. 

"There is no question about it: A new G.l. 
Bill will help recruitment, retention and so
ciety, and I think it is especially important 
as we look down the road and see a recover
ing economy, a declining pool of eligible 
youth to serve the country, and some pro
grammed growth in the Air Force. A new 
G .1. Bill would help us attract and retain 
the kinds of people that we need in the in
creasingly complex and high technology Air 
Force that we have today."-Maj. Gen. Ken
neth Peek, USAF, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
for Manpower & Personnel. 

"The VFW supports the concept of a 
peacetime G.I. Bill and has testified so on 
previous occasions. We recognize the unde
niable need of the military to attract and 
retain qualified, high-caliber personnel."
James N. Magill, Special Asst., Natl Leg 
Service, Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

"The G.I. Bill model for recruitment and 
retention is preferable to a contributory 
educational program."-G. Michael Schlee, 
Director, Natl Security Commission, Ameri
can Legion. 

"AMVETS, which was born with the origi
nal G.I. Bill, believes that the traditional 
hard distinctions between wartime and 
peacetime veterans, which has formed the 
matrix for much of our veterans' legislation, 
is becoming increasingly irrelevant in this 
age of constant, increasingly dangerous and 
expensive struggle with the forces of totali
tarian communism throughout the world 
. . . The sacrifices which military service 
exacts, especially in terms of years away 
from that period of life usually devoted to 
education are just as real for the peacetime 
veteran as for his wartime comrade. The 
crucial need for armed forces of the highest 
caliber is greater now than at any time in 
our history, including periods of hostilities. 

AMVETS believes that it is high time that 
the dignity of military service during this 
age of peril be recognized at least to the 
same degree that wartime service has been 
recognized in the past."-LTC David Passa
maneck, USA <ret>, Legislative Director, 
AMVETS. 

"We believe that recruiting and retention 
in the Armed Forces in the future will 
become more difficult and that consider
ation supports the creation of a G.I. Bill. 
But we have also said ... that we believe 
the creation of a G .I. Bill is something that 
should not be done specifically for the pur
pose of recruiting and retaining people in 
the Armed Forces, but also for the good 
that it has on the Nation's economy and for 
its positive effect on veterans."-Richard W. 
Johnson, National Legislation Director, 
NonCommissioned Officers Assn. 

"A new G.l. Bill should not be considered 
as an expenditure of funds; rather, it should 
be considered as an investment of funds . . . 
An investment in the youth of America is 
one of the best, for it returns the highest 
dividends."-Max Bielke, Legislative Coun
sel, National Association for Uniformed 
Services. 

"An educational assistance program is a 
proven, highly effective recruiting incentive. 
Not only is it a strong magnet among bright, 
motivated youngsters; it also is attractive to 
their parents."-Col. Erik Johnson, USA, 
Director of Legislative Mfairs, Association 
of the U.S. Army. 

"The Fleet Reserve Association, in coop
eration with U.S. Rep. Duncan Hunter, held 
a public G.l. Bill Forum in San Diego. 
Thirty-nine active duty witnesses, ranging 
from pay grades ~3 with three years of 
service to E-9 with 30 years of service, pre
sented the views of over 200,000 active duty 
personnel. Amazingly enough, the views of 
all personnel, those in the Tidewater area, 
Boston and San Diego, were the same: a 
peacetime G.I. Bill was needed and all felt 
such a program would attract and retain 
Service personnel."-Robert W. Nolan, Natl. 
Executive Secretary, Fleet Reserve Assn. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield the floor in a 
moment because others who are well
informed on this matter are prepared 
to speak. But I just want to urge my 
colleagues to look upon this in a true 
perspective as a budgetary priority for 
the Nation's defense. 

We have got a trend going right now 
which I think is really injurious to the 
national interests. It is a trend that, in 
effect, emphasizes hardware over 
people. I have supported the hard
ware, I supported the B-1, I supported 
the MX, the new weapons systems, 
and I intend to continue to do so. Yet 
I recall that Napoleon said that the 
morale is to the materiel as three is to 
one, and all of the great captains of 
history agree with that. 

Our military leaders, from the ser
geant in charge of a squad to the 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs, under
stand the first principle of leadership 
is to take care of our own, take care of 
the troops. It is a principle which we 
in Congress and, unfortunately, some 
of the civilian leaders in the Depart
ment of Defense, have not always rec
ognized, and that is the very essence 
of this amendment, which is to put 

first the needs of the people upon 
whom our national security depends. 

Mr. President, how much time have 
I consumed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CocHRAN). The Senator has consumed 
17 minutes. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to my colleague from 
Maine (Mr. COHEN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

I am pleased to join my colleagues, 
Senator ARMSTRONG and others, in in
troducing this amendment and calling 
for a return to the GI bill. 

When I first introduced legislation 
some 31h years ago to restore the GI 
benefits, our military services were 
facing serious problems, and both 
from the standpoint of quality and 
quantity they were unable to recruit 
the people they needed. 

I will never forget the time that Ad
miral Hayward came to testify before 
the Armed Services Committee and he 
said, 

We have got a desperate situation. We 
have a hemorrhage in the ranks of the 
Navy. We are losing good qualified people 
and we cannot afford to do that. 

I recall Secretary of Navy Lehman 
testifying if he had a choice between 
having new ships or having more 
people and qualified people, he would 
take the men each time. 

So significant improvements have 
been made since the day that Admiral 
Hayward testified before the Armed 
Services Committee. Today the re
cruiters are having unmatched success 
and quality levels are as high as they 
have ever been in our history. 

I think the Members of this body 
can take great pride in today's strong 
record because after all we are the 
ones who initiated the legislation 
which reversed the decline in pay and 
benefits for military personnel. But we 
should not, however, become overly 
sanguine about today's successes or 
overly boastful about our role in bring
ing them about. Before we do so we 
have to look at our overall track 
record, and we have to look for the les
sons from our past experience so that 
we might avoid that condemnation 
that the only thing we learn from his
tory is that we learn nothing. 

In the mid-seventies both Congress 
and the administration saw how well 
the All-Volunteer Force was working, 
and with a feeling of confidence they 
made some false economies which seri
ously undermined the Force. 

Pay was capped, the G I bill was ter
minated, and recruiting and advertis
ing funds were cut. 

These actions, coupled with the Pen
tagon implementation of the new re
cruit qualification test, which I might 
add was incorrectly calibrated, proved 
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to be disastrous. By the late 1970's, 
the number of high school graduates 
entering the Army had plummeted 
and the percentage of category IV re
cruits, the lowest accepted into the 
service, had skyrocketed. 

Congressional attention to the prob
lem reversed the negative trend. We 
increased pay and benefits, made im
provements in quality of life items, 
and imposed quality standards. 

Those actions, coupled with a falter
ing economy-let us not forget the im
portance of a faltering economy
brought dramatic results. Things are 
going well now, and it is easy to forget 
just how bad things were before we 
stopped the pay erosion and restored 
the pride of wearing a military uni
form. 

But today's strong record could 
prove as transitory as that of the mid-
1970's if we again allow benefits to 
erode, as we have in the past 2 years. 

Last year, the administration and 
Congress concluded that service per
sonnel could get by with a 4-percent 
pay increase, rather than the 8 per
cent needed for full comparability. 

This year, the administration pro
posed a total freeze on military pay. 
As Senator ARMsTRONG has indicated, 
while the Armed Services Committee 
has recommended a pay raise for most 
personnel, it has proposed a freeze on 
pay for E-1's under 4 months. In the 
absence of new educational benefits 
program, this could again hamper the 
ability of recruiters to attract suffi
cient numbers of top quality individ
uals into the service. This is especially 
so in an improving economy. 

As unemployment goes down, mili
tary service may no longer be as at
tractive to potential high quality re
cruits, particularly if pay for military 
personnel is again allowed to fall sig
nificantly below comparability with 
the civilian sector. And with a dimin
ishing manpower pool throughout the 
decade of the 1980's, the risks of 
trying to cut comers in compensation 
for military personnel are made even 
greater. 

The Army Research Institute last 
fall produced a study which concluded, 

H the jobless rate declines as fast as the 
administration projects, without corre
sponding increases in military pay or educa
tion incentives, the Army could miss its re
cruiting total for male high school gradu
ates by 34,000 <or about 35 percent> by fiscal 
year 1986. 

The Institute predicted "problems 
ahead for the services in attracting 
sufficient numbers of high school 
graduates once the Nation's economy 
turns around.'' 

For this reason, I hope my col
leagues will join in supporting this 
amendment. The GI bill was one of 
the best and most successful Govern
ment programs ever enacted. The pro
gram which replaced it and is now in 
effect, the veterans educational assist-

ance program <VEAP>, is one of the 
least successful. 

The Senator from Colorado, Senator 
ARMsTRONG, has cited Gen. Maxwell 
Thurman. then the Army's Personnel 
Chief and now its Vice Chief of Staff. 
General Thurman told me in a hear
ing last year that he would prefer rein
stitution of the GI bill to VEAP. His 
sentiments have been echoed by other 
military personnel experts and en
dorsed by service recruiters. 

I might go back and point out, as 
long as this whole issue of the briefing 
bookgate or debategate is circulating 
in Washington. I might point out that 
President's Reagan•s campaign staff 
called a member of my staff, Jim Dyk
stra. back in the campaign of 1980 re
questing my briefing book on the G I 
bill provisions. for which we gladly, 
voluntarily threw them over the tran
som. through the telephone wires. 
right directly to the President so he 
might address a group of the Ameri
can Legion or perhaps the VFW with a 
call for the institution of the GI bill. 

So he has reached right into the 
bowels of the U.S. Senate to pull out 
this information that would be so 
helpful during 1980 campaign elec
tions. 

In addition to that, I might point 
out I believe the Secretary of Defense 
has testified in favor. during the first 
year of his service in that position. in 
favor of the GI bill, as have many 
others serving the administration. 

They support a new GI bill for one 
simple reason. It will result in a better 
force. while benefiting the Nation. 
The Armed Forces will have reduced 
costs through lower attrition rates and 
improved trainability. unit perform
ance will be enhanced. and readiness 
will be improved. 

Last fall, the Army Recruiting Com
mand conducted a study which con
cluded that there is a direct link be
tween a tank commander's mental ap
titude-as measured on the Armed 
Forces qualification test-and the per
formance of his tank crew during gun
nery and simulated combat drills. The 
study found that a platoon of tanks 
commanded by mental category II 
tank commanders will have a combat 
exchange ratio of 7.45 enemy killed to 
one tank lost. The exchange ratio for 
tanks commanded by those in mental 
category IV is only 1.33-to-1-an 82-
percent degradation in performance. 

The significance of this is that, 
while the services are having virtually 
unparalleled recruiting success. they 
are still not bringing in as many indi
viduals in the top mental categories as 
they would like. Educational incen
tives for service would improve their 
ability to attract these top quality re
cruits. 

Our amendment would provide a 
basic educational benefit of $300 a 
month to individuals who complete 2 
or more years of honorable service 

dating from October 1, 1987. Benefits 
would vest at the rate of 1 month of 
benefits for each month of honorable 
service, to a maximum of 36 months. A 
benefit of $100 a month would be 
earned for each month of service in 
the Selected Reserves or the National 
Guard. 

It provides two discretionary means 
of increasing education benefits to en
courage longer enlistments and to 
steer qualified recruits toward military 
occupational specialties where critical 
skills are required. The service secre
taries would be permitted, but not re
quired, to offer a second level of bene
fits of $300 a month for completion of 
6 or more years of active duty service. 
The benefit amounts for either the 
basic or supplemental levels could be 
increased by up to $300 a month. 

Our amendment would establish a 
contributory program for career per
sonnel. Service members with 10 or 
more years of honorable service would 
be permitted to contribute from $25 to 
$100 a month. to a maximum of $6.000 
to a special education fund. After a 24-
month vesting period. the member•s 
contribution would be matched 2 for 1 
by the Department of Defense. The 
funds could be used by the service 
member to supplement his or her GI 
bill entitlement or could be trans
ferred to the members•s spouse or de
pendent child. 

A fourth provision would allow 
career military personnel to use their 
GI education benefits full time with
out having to interrupt or abandon 
their military careers. The service sec
retaries. at their discretion. would be 
permitted to grant an educational 
leave of absence of up to 12 months. 
Personnel granted education leave 
would be required to extend their term 
of obligated service by 2 months for 
each month spent on education leave. 

Our GI bill program would be ad
ministered by the Veterans• Adminis
tration. but paid for by the Depart
ment of Defense. The President would 
be given authority to implement the 
new GI bill prior to October 1, 1987. if 
he concludes it is needed earlier to 
meet recruiting and retention goals. 

As the study to which I referred ear
lier concluded. it is almost certain that 
by 1987, the combination of an im
proved economy and a smaller pool of 
eligible recruits will make a new pro
gram of educational incentives essen
tial. The job of recruiters will be get
ting more difficult. especially since 
they will still be obligated to meet the 
quality standards we imposed a few 
years ago. 

I should note parenthetically that 
when Congress established those qual
ity standards. it established goals 
higher than those achieved in many 
draft years. Further. it mandated only 
that those standards apply in a volun
teer environment. I do not approve of 
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this double standard, and I can sympa
thize with those who see it as unfair 
and suggest that these standards have 
been put in place as a time bomb tick
ing against the volunteer force. 

If we are to have those standards, 
though, we must give the services and 
their recruiters the tools they need to 
attract the kind of people that we 
have mandated that they must. We do 
not give them those tools when we cap 
military pay, and we do not give them 
those tools when we freeze the pay of 
recruits. When all civil servants, from 
the lowest to the highest, receive a 4-
percent pay increase, how do we ex
plain the decision to deny a raise to 
those who are making the decision to 
volunteer to put their lives on the line 
in defense of their nation. 

One way of explaining that decision 
is by making clear our intention to 
provide the educational incentive for 
service which our proposal embodies. 
We will be providing the young men 
and women who choose to serve with a 
benefit which will be of both short
and long-term value to them. 

We should remember that when GI 
bill benefits were established in 1944, 
they were the initial step in the Feder
al provision of educational assistance. 
Until 1965, the GI bill stood virtually 
alone as a source of aid to postsecond
ary students. And as late as 1975, the 
Vietnam-era GI bill provided for over 
50 percent of all student aid to those 
in postsecondary schools. 

To those who say GI bill benefits 
should go only to those who have 
served during wartime, and not those 
service in today's peacetime environs, I 
can only take the strongest exception. 
Some who served during World War II 
and the Korean and Vietnam conflicts 
did so here in the United States or in 
other places out of harm's way. 

The young men who gave their lives 
in Iran, the Marines who were sta
tioned in Pakistan when the Embassy 
there was overrun, the sailors who 
spent months in the Indian Ocean, 
and the brave young men who are now 
on assignment in Lebanon and Central 
America would, I suspect, take issue 
with those who say that those serving 
in peacetime should not be entitled to 
this kind of benefit. Are they any less 
worthy than those who spent 2 years 
on stateside duty during an earlier 
conflict? 

Our proposal is, I believe, a reasona
ble and a balanced one. It will take 
effect only at the point when we know 
if it is needed, and it requires a mini
mum period of honorable service to be 
eligible for benefits. 

The GI bill is a time-tested program. 
It is one which we know provides great 
benefits to the individual, the service, 
and the Nation. The broad, bipartisan 
cosponsorship of this amendment 
shows the strong support which this 
approach holds. The Senate will, I 
hope, give its approval to this proposal 

so that those who serve can again re
ceive the benefit of this important 
program. 

Mr. President, I would like to turn to 
some of the questions that Senator 
ARMsTRONG suggested that have been 
raised about this bill. 

Members of this body have been 
sent a "Dear Colleague" letter which 
raises a number of points that need to 
be addressed. The letter suggests that 
a new G I bill would be unduly costly, 
that it would not attract the top qual
ity recruits our services want, and that 
today's military personnel are some
how less deserving of GI bill benefits 
than their predecessors who served 
during wartime. I disagree on all three 
counts. 

The most recent Congressional 
Budget Office projection is cited as 
proof that our proposal is not cost ef
fective. Let me say this. This is not the 
first time that I have heard from 
those who argue in favor of economic, 
rather than educational incentives. I 
have seen their assumptions and their 
projections before. 

But I have also seen an analysis pre
pared for the Department of Defense 
in 1975 by Army manpower planners 
who were asked to assess the potential 
impact of the loss of the GI bill. They 
reached some very interesting-and 
prophetic-conclusions. 

The Army said that the percentage 
of high school graduates would drop 
to about 47 percent, that the number 
of those in mental categories I-IIla 
would go down to about 44 percent, 
that the number of those in category 
IV would be about 20 to 22 percent, 
and that the minority content would 
rise to 25 to 30 percent overall, with 
higher levels in some combat units. In 
addition, the Army said, the loss of 
high school graduates would mean 
higher attrition in training, greater in
stability in units, and corresponding 
losses in the administrative time of 
commanders and staffs. 

One must hesitate to ascribe cause 
and effect, since the end of the GI bill 
was not the only action to make life 
difficult for military recruiters in the 
late 1970's, but 1980 Army quality fig
ures made the 1975 estimates look pre
scient. Of the Army's recruits in 1980, 
54 percent were high school graduates, 
about 30 percent were in categories I
IIla, and over 50 percent were in cate
gory IV. 

About the same time, the General 
Accounting Office reported that attri
tion, which is twice as high for non
high-school graduates as it is for those 
with a diploma, was costing the Gov
ernment $12,000 per person, or about 
$5.2 billion over a 5-year period. 

Other services also reported an ad
verse impact from the end of the GI 
bill. In 1980, the Air Force concluded 
that-

The termination of GI bill educational 
benefits has resulted in a decrease in our 

ability to attract the high school graduates 
and those young men and women of higher 
ability levels. 
It cited significant declines in both 

high school degree graduate and cate
gory I and II accessions. 

The Marine Corps also reported in 
early 1980 that elimination of the GI 
bill had hurt recruiting. It cited a 
Center for Naval Analysis study 
which-

Supports the hypothesis that the termina
tion of the GI bill has resulted in a 17-per
cent loss in total contracts and a 24-percent 
decrease in high school graduate contracts. 

It has been estimated that the old 
GI bill helped recruit between 25 and 
36 percent of the volunteers entering 
the Armed Forces. In December 1976, 
the last month the G I bill was in 
effect, a record 27,585 individuals en
listed in the Army alone. The approxi
mately 100,000 youths who joined the 
uniformed services were about twice 
the normal first time enlistment. 

So, I do not buy the argument that 
the return of the G I bill will make no 
difference, or that it is not cost effec
tive. I place far greater stock in the 
analysis of our services-and in the 
hard numbers of actual experience
than I do in an econometric projec
tion. 

Let me also address the cost ques
tion. I cannot go along with the argu
ment that the GI bill is too expensive. 
As I prepared my G I bill proposal, I 
went back to review the debate back in 
October 1975, when the House ap
proved the bill ending the GI bill. 
Throughout the debate were repeated 
references to testimony from the De
partment of the Treasury and the In
ternal Revenue Service that for every 
$1 spent in educational assistance to 
veterans, from $3 to $6 is returned in 
the form of taxes paid due to higher 
wages and greater earning capability. 
Additional savings were cited from re
duced unemployment benefits paid out 
to veterans who have taken advantage 
of the benefits. 

It should also be noted that the G I 
bill educational assistance funds do 
not simply go into a void. They are not 
simply dumped into some void out 
there. Rather, they are returned to 
college campuses in each of our States 
across the Nation. 

Finally, the argument I find most of
fensive is that our young men and 
women serving today are somehow less 
worthy of GI bill educational benefits 
simply because we are not in a war
time status. I have said this before, 
but I feel I cannot emphasize it 
enough. The argument simply does 
not stand up to scrutiny and reason. 

What do we tell the parents of the 
young men who died during that 
rescue mission in Iran? That their sons 
were not committed to a wartime situ
ation, therefore, were not entitled to 
G I bill benefits? 
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We have young people today in Leb

anon who are on the firing line over 
there. They are not entitled to GI bill 
educational benefits? 

How about those who are now at 
least poised to be sent around the 
world in the Rapid Deployment Force? 
Are they not in a wartime or potential
ly wartime situation? 

I think the individuals who are serv
ing today who are out in the Indian 
Ocean on those aircraft ·carriers, in 
those submarines that are patrolling 
all around this world, who are pre
pared to react on a moment's notice if 
need be, are just as entitled as all the 
individuals who served during World 
War II, the Korean conflict-we did 
not call it a war-during the Vietnam 
conflict, again, are entitled to the 
same benefits those people enjoyed. I 
might point out that not everybody 
who served in World War II, Korea, or 
Vietnam all went to the front lines. 
Some never left the United States but 
they were still entitled to the GI bill 
benefits. 

In sum, Mr. President, I believe the 
merits lie with this amendment. It 
deals with the situation that I believe 
needs addressing and it does so before 
things deteriorate, and that is a 
strength, not a flaw, of this proposal. 

I just raise a simple question: Do we 
stop conserving energy because of the 
temporary oil glut? Do we say no more 
conservation efforts? Do we stop devel
oping alternatives to oil because there 
happens to be a temporary surplus? 
Do we stop filling the strategic petro
leum reserve because we have too 
much oil today when that surplus 
could dry up in a moment's notice 
with a conflict with the Middle East or 
the Persian Gulf? The answer is we do 
not. 

For the same reason, we ought not 
to wait until such time as we have a 
crisis on our hands, that we have re
duced numbers going into the service, 
that we have a better economy and, 
therefore, are unable to attract the 
kind of high level individuals we want 
in our service. 

A lot of thought has gone into this 
proposal and it provides a responsible 
positive means of responding to the 
manpower problems that we anticipate 
later in the decade. I believe it de
serves the support of the Senate. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Will the Sena
tor yield to me for 30 seconds? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I want to say 

what I know is in the heart of every 
Senator in the room, and would be in 
the hearts of our absent colleagues 
had they been here to actually hear 
the fine speech that the Senator from 
Maine has made. I congratulate him. 
That is the finest, clearest explanation 
of why this is so urgently needed that 
I have heard. I have heard a lot of 
speeches on the GI bill and have made 
quite a few of them. I congratulate 
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him for what he has said and I hope 
every Senator will read his statement. 

Mr. TOWER. I will confess that it 
was a fine speech that the Senator 
from Maine made, but I do not think 
it was quite convincing to some. 

I yield to the Senator from Wyo
ming such time as he may require and 
designate him to control the time 
during my absence from the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
speak with some trepidation as I 
present my remarks on this particular 
amendment. I think again of my good 
fortune on the three issues in this 
Chamber of immigration policy, nucle
ar regulation, and veterans affairs. To 
say they are exciting would be an un
derstatement, I can tell you, in every 
way, because they are issues that have 
various blends of emotion, guilt, fear 
and racism, I have found, in mixed or 
regional amounts. I appreciate the 
level of the debate here because it en
hances clarity. Hopefully, we can keep 
emotion from it as we deal with this 
very serious issue and try to address it 
properly. 

There is no one I have a higher 
regard for here than BILL ARMsTRONG, 
BILL CoHEN, and ALAN CRANSTON, who 
will soon speak. I would only share 
with you that I have the flickering of 
something like: Woe is me, in the ema
ciated form of the chairman of the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee, speaking 
against the peacetime GI bill; the hint 
of, again, muffled drums on the 
parade ground. The decommissioning 
ceremonies will be cranking up again. I 
can hear them now. 

Let me share with you some 
thoughts about this amendment. 

This bill as presently crafted was 
completed just several days ago, less 
than a week, if I am not mistaken, 
hardly enough time to deal with it 
from a standpoint not just of the au
thorizing committee appearing today, 
but the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
which, indeed, somewhere along the 
line will have to be dealing with this 
issue very seriously. 

I speak against the amendment to 
establish this new educational assist
ance program for members of the 
Armed Forces to take effect in Octo
ber 1987, or, oddly enough, at such 
time or date as the President deter
mines it to be "in the national inter
est." 

The sponsors of this amendment 
have recognized that the Armed 
Forces presently are enjoying unprece
dented success in levels of recruiting 
and retaining quality personnel. There 
is no question about that. Not one 
person in this Chamber will argue that 
point. I think it is very important that 
you hear it, as you sit listening to the 
debate. Not one person here who has 
spoken or will speak is arguing that we 
are not enjoying unprecedented levels 

of success in recruiting and retaining 
quality personnel. 
It is only because they believe that 

future manpower problems are inevi
table that they recommend that we 
adopt a prophylactic or preventive ap
proach to these as yet unknown prob
lems by enacting a very broad, un
wieldy and expensive educational as
sistance program. Therein lies the 
reason I think this is unwise. 

Mr. President, I recognize there is a 
possibility that recruiting and reten
tion shortfalls may occur in the 
future, although I certainly do not be
lieve in any way that they are inevita
ble. 

Those shortfalls, however, if they do 
occur, will not arise suddenly or unex
pectedly. Congress will have ample op
portunity to address them in a proper 
manner. Meanwhile, the Department 
of Defense, which is opposing this leg
islation, has many other effective in
centives available to it, including the 
post-Vietnam era educational assist
ance program, known as VEAP. Also 
available to the Department of De
fense are these kickers, as we refer to 
them, extra benefits to sweeten the 
pot, which can be combined with the 
VEAP program to attract quality per
sonnel to particular occupations. We 
call that one VEAP with kickers. It is 
currently doing an extraordinary job 
of attracting high quality enlistees to 
the Army's combat arm. The Army is 
not the only service authorized to use 
this ultra-VEAP, but it is the only one 
which has needed to use this very ef
fective option. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from the Secretary 
of Defense expressing DOD's opposi
tion to this amendment be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., July13, 1983. 

Hon. ALAN K. SIKPSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIR.MAN: It has come to my at

tention that a new educational benefit pro
gram for military personnel-a new G.I. 
Bill-may be offered as an amendment to 
the FY 1984 DoD Authorization Bill on the 
floor of the Senate. I want to reiterate my 
support for educational benefits. Our cur
rent program of targetted educational bene
fits has been a major reason for our recent 
recruiting success. But, as I said in a letter 
to Senator Tower last September, I do not 
believe that this is the time for a new pro
gram. 

Recruiting and retention remain at his
torically high levels. While our success may 
erode somewhat over the next few years, we 
are optimistic that our current set of tools, 
including educational benefits, wtll be suffi
cient to maintain a quality force through 
this decade. Should we find that available 
programs are not sufficient, a new educa
tional benefits program would be of the 
major changes we would consider. Enacting 
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a new program now to address problems 
that are as yet unknown, is, however, un
likely to produce a program that will meet 
the force-manning needs of the future. 

I look forward to working with you and 
your committee at the appropriate time to 
design a new educational benefits program 
that meets the needs of our members and 
their dependents as well as the force man
ning needs of DoD. 

Sincerely, 
CAP. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Additionally, Mr. 
President, Congress, possessed with 
the rare luxury of time to address this 
possible recruiting and retention 
shortfall, should consider carefully 
not only educational assistance pro
grams but other incentives, perhaps 
more precisely targeted to meet the 
potential problem areas, which assist 
us in retention and recruitment of 
quality personnel. Such considerations 
should be aimed at determining the 
most cost effective and efficient means 
of addressing the problem. 

We have had hearings on this. 
Strong evidence was presented earlier 
this year by the CBO and by the Gen
eral Accounting Office in testimony 
before our committee. Educational as
sistance programs are neither the 
most cost effective nor the most effi
cient means of addressing recruiting 
and retention problems, and that is 
what we are addressing, nothing more. 

It is essential, I think, to point out 
that, as the GAO testified, recruit
ment and retention difficulties in the 
past have varied greatly from service 
to service, grade to grade, occupation 
to occupation, and there has never 
been an across-the-board problem or 
one that would even call for an across
the-board solution such as the one 
proposed by this amendment. What 
clearly is needed if and when these dif
ficulties surface is, first, identification 
of a specific manpower problem or 
need; second, a solution that is applied 
only to that problem and not to areas 
where there is no problem; and, third, 
a solution that is the most cost-effec
tive one available. That simply cannot 
be done in advance by enactment of a 
broad, unwieldy, and expensive educa
tion program such as is called for here. 

I am especially concerned with the 
cost of the program that would be au
thorized by this amendment. A close 
look at the costs figures, together with 
the likely results on recruitment and 
retention of quality personnel, shows 
that it will yield very little benefit for 
the taxpayers' dollar. The Congres
sional Budget Office has projected 
that, in fiscal year 1990, the first year 
of appreciable budget impact, outlays 
in the proposed programs will total 
$261 million, increasing to $775 million 
in fiscal year 1998. Those figures do 
not even assume the adjustment of 
benefits for inflation, as has been the 
consistent congressional practice with 
all previous GI bills throughout their 
history. if similar adjustments were 

made with this bill, the CBO estimates 
that the net cost would be $1.4 billion 
per year by fiscal year 1998. 

Additionally, CBO projects, and I 
think these are extraordinary figures, 
that enactment of this amendment 
will result in a net increase of only 
about 900 quality military personnel in 
fiscal year 1990. That figure is project
ed to decrease to 700 by fiscal year 
1998. Thus, the cost-and this is, I 
think, extraordinary-per additional 
quality recruit in 1990, using CBO's 
lower unadjusted figures, would be 
almost $300,000 per recruit, rising in 
1998 to more than $1 million. 

Mr. President, the service of today's 
volunteers is invaluable to this Nation. 
Indeed, it should not be rated as some
how second class because they were 
not drafted or because they do not 
serve during wartime. No one in the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee has ever 
said that, certainly not this chairman. 
However, the fact remains that, 
throughout this vast array of services 
and benefits provided to veterans, dis
tinctions have always been drawn be
tween wartime and peacetime service. 
Congress has, on numerous occasions, 
deemed it appropriate to provide 
higher rewards, including the various 
GI bills, for wartime service. 

In considering the programs offered 
today, we must keep in mind that in 
the future, should it become necessary 
to return to conscription or, God 
forbid, should we become involved in 
war, we will then be asked and, indeed, 
we shall feel compelled to increase ex
isting benefits to compensate for that 
service, as we should. If we accept the 
very expensive amendment offered 
today, how will we then meet what is 
required of us in any future effort to 
"up the ante"? I believe the answer to 
that question involves some very seri
ous and sincere and severe budgetary 
considerations. 

Mr. President, I ask each of my col
leagues to reflect just for a moment 
upon the entitlement nature of what 
we shall do if we pass this amendment. 
No one has mentioned that yet. As to 
the entitlement nature of the pro
grams that are proposed in this 
amendment that is before us, there is 
not a single Member of this body-not 
one, especially my colleague from Col
orado, who serves so capably on the 
Budget Committee and grapples with 
entitlements-who is not painfully 
aware of the link between uncontrolla
ble entitlement spending and the 
present state of crisis in the Federal 
budget. Year after year, we find our
selves stymied in our efforts to reduce 
deficits. We realize that a large part of 
the problem is that almost 60 percent 
of the Federal budget is entitlement 
spending, which is not subject to the 
annual spending review of this Con
gress. 

Oh, how I wish it could be dealt 
with. But the political considerations 

of it all freeze us in place-indeed, 
they do. Yet it is proposed today to 
add not one but two new entitlement 
programs which have been estimated 
by CBO to cost some $5 billion in the 
first decade of their operation. 

I hasten to point out that this cost 
estimate does not include the periodic 
cost-of-living adjustments such as 
have been the custom of Congress in 
every single GI bill we have had. U 
COLA's are included, this cost will be 
easily doubled to well over $10 billion 
by fiscal year 1998. 

Let us just bear in mind, at the same 
time, the uncertainty of these figures. 
Because of the uncontrollable nature 
of these programs, it is impossible to 
predict with any kind of certaintly, on 
either that side of the issue or this 
side, or with reliability, what the 
actual cost would be. It all depends on 
how many people are going to sign up 
for the programs and on future infla
tion rates. The actual cost could be 
double or triple the present estimated 
cost. I point out to those I hope are in
terested, and I know we all are in this 
issue because it is one of those issues 
that creates a great deal of interest, 
politically, especially, that this is 
going to grant a very attractive and 
very costly array of benefits-up to 
$900 per month in educational assist
ance for the service member, as well as 
up to $18,000 in educational benefits 
which can be transferred to the serv
ice member's children. 

In addition to that, there is a whole 
raft of other education and training 
benefits to which the same individual 
may be entitled under other provisions 
of title 38. Nothing excludes the fur
ther benefits when they receive their 
benefit here. The issue of transferabil
ity has never, ever, been enacted in a 
G I bill. We are dealing with the most 
novel and extraordinary adventure, 
transferability of benefits to spouses 
and minor children. 

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield 
at that point? It does require a mini
mum of 10 years in the service. It also 
requires that an individual contribute 
up to $6,000 before that $18,000 figure; 
$6,000 of that figure at least is contrib
uted by the serviceman or woman. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, my 
colleague from Maine interrupted my 
chain of thinking for the moment. Let 
me say they will have every opportuni
ty to further review my comments at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

Let me say that Senator CoHEN is 
correct in that, but he has failed to 
blunt the argument that we have 
never had transferability before. We 
are ta.lk.ing about enacting it for the 
first time here. It is called transfer
ability of benefits. It is real; it is there. 
You can put all the conditions on it 
that you want, but there it is. 

So, what have we? We have this 
person to receive these extraordinary 
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benefits, more generous than any we 
have ever had, even for our wartime 
veterans, which is an extraordinary 
departure in that sense. But what 
other benefits does this person have? 

He or she has post-Vietnam era vet
erans' educational assistance under 
chapter 32; GI bill educational assist
ance under chapter 34; survivors' and 
dependents' educational assistance 
under chapter 35; training and reha
bilitation assistance for veterans with 
service-connected disabilities under 
chapter 31; and other educational ben
efits such as apprenticeship or other 
on-the-job training programs under 
chapter 36. No effort is made in the 
proposed programs to limit the pay
ment of benefits to persons not receiv
ing these other benefits or to target 
benefits only to those veterans most in 
need, or to impose some final termina
tion date for the programs which 
would be comparable to the 1989 ter
mination date presently in effect for 
the Vietnam-era GI bill. We have 
never had a GI bill without a termina
tion date. 

The end result is that for every 
person who is actually induced to sign 
up for military service as a result of 
these programs, a great many more 
will be receiving benefits who would 
have signed up for the service in any 
event. 

Mr. President, I am disturbed by the 
notion that at a time when we are rou
tinely dealing with a budget deficit in 
the neighborhood of $200 billion, we 
would consider enacting two new un
controllable entitlement programs 
which have a potential for awesome 
expense, virtually unrestricted in 
scope and are wholly lacking in any 
present justification. The sponsor of 
the amendment and those who will 
speak for it will all admit that there is 
no present need for it. 

Mr. President, it seems clear that 
this amendment, standing alone on its 
merits, will create a great deal of con
flict for those who will vote on it. If 
we could earnestly look at it, really, 
there are only two reasons to choose 
to support it--first, that GI bills are a 
very good thing. That is reason No. 1. 
I share in every way that view, be
cause it provided me with educational 
benefits. 

I was a beneficiary of the GI bill and 
it has provided educational opportuni
ties which, for many, would not other
wise have been available. 

A second reason to vote for it would 
be that this seems to be an excellent 
opportunity to get on record as having 
done an act which is generally positive 
for veterans. 

As to the first point, it cannot be 
emphasized strongly enough that this 
is not a GI bill like any other GI bill. 
The goal in the past--and this is a 
very key distinction-has always been 
to assist veterans to readjust to civil
ian life after service in a period of war. 

That is what the GI bill was for. No 
GI bill has ever been enacted solely in 
order to assist the Armed Forces in re
cruitment and retention, especially at 
a time when they do not need recruit
ment and retention. 

Furthermore, for the present peace
time period, we already have an ex
traordinarily attractive educational as
sistance array, thanks largely to the 
gentleman that chaired this commit
tee before I did, Senator .AI.AN CRAN
STON, whose compassion and realism 
with regard to dealing with veterans 
spread upon the books a most extraor
dinary itemization of benefits for vet
erans of the United States. 

No veteran who seriously wishes to 
pursue a college education is going to 
be left out in the cold with regard to 
the educational benefits that are on 
the books of the United States for vet
erans. As I have already noted, DOD 
informs us that we have never been in 
finer shape with regard to our position 
on the All-Volunteer Force. 

On that second point, Mr. President, 
I would respectfully offer a very brief 
list of items already on the legislative 
agenda for this session of Congress, 
not some previous session of Congress, 
not some future session of Congress, 
but this Congress, which are of very 
substantial benefit to our Nation's vet
erans. 

We have a VA budget for fiscal1984 
that is $1.3 billion above the 1983 
budget. All programs will be main
tained at or above current service 
levels. No programs will be cut. 

We have a $150 million program of 
job training for veterans who have 
been hardest hit by unemployment 
during the present recession. That bill 
has already passed the Senate and a 
similar bill has passed the House. I 
expect the final compromise legisla
tion to come before the Senate before 
the August recess. 

We have a veterans' health bill
again, passed by both Houses and pres
ently awaiting compromise action-es
tablishing a new program of adult day 
health care, new benefits for women 
veterans, and extension of authority 
for the popular "storefront" outreach 
centers for the Vietnam veterans
something I wholly subscribe to-an 
epidemiological study of the health ef
fects of radiation exposure during 
atomic bomb testing; we are going for
ward with our work on agent orange to 
make sure we are doing the right 
thing for the veterans there, and a 
number of other very significant ex
pansions of benefits and services for 
veterans. 

We have a bill increasing the rates 
of compensation for service-connected 
disabled veterans. We have a bill 
granting veterans the right, which is 
presently denied to them by statute, to 
go to Federal court to challenge and 
appeal any denial of benefits by the 
VA. 

Clearly, this is not a session of Con
gress in which any Senator who feels a 
true sense of commitment and a na
tional obligation to veterans would 
find himself or herself somehow lack
ing in opportunities of a most unar
guably worthy and positive nature to 
disclose that he or she has continued 
to honor that commitment to veterans 
and to repay that very heartfelt debt. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to resist the amendment for 
these reasons. It is a most difficult 
task for me to perform as chairman of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, 
having a deep obligation to the Na
tion's military veterans, and I take it 
very seriously. It is not going to be a 
popular thing for me. It is a very polit
ical no-win type of situation, but I 
seem to have those things hanging 
around my neck like a lavaliere. But 
the true perspective-and I heard the 
sponsors speak of a true perspective of 
this bill-is different than my version 
of a true perspective because the true 
perspective of this legislation is that it 
is an entitlement measure. Are you 
ready for that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EXON and Mr. TOWER ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska-

Mr. EXON. How much time remains, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
opponents of the bill have 33 minutes 
and 40 seconds. 

Mr. TOWER. Ten minutes to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this Sena
tor, the ranking minority member of 
the Armed Services Manpower Sub
committee, takes a second seat to no 
Member of the U.S. Senate on proper 
consideration for pay and other com
pensation for the men and women of 
our armed services. I have been a 
strong supporter and a proponent of 
education as well. 

Mr. President, I strongly oppose this 
amendment to reinstitute a new GI 
bill in this form or anything like it. I 
oppose this amendment with the 
greatest respect for the intentions of 
the sponsors. 

But, Mr. President, this amendment 
is unnecessary, very expensive, and an 
ill-conceived solution to a problem 
which does not exist. If enacted, it will 
further complicate the meeting of our 
highest priority defense needs in the 
future. There is no question that the 
old GI bill was one of the most suc
cessful social programs in our history. 

Mr. President, the old GI bills were 
meant as a postservice readjustment 
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benefit. They were designed to benefit 
those servicemen and women who vol
unteered or were drafted to fight in 
World War II, the Korean war, and 
the Vietnam war at a time when mili
tary pay was minuscule compared to 
today. It was designed to reward those 
who sacrificed, to help those who were 
suddenly summoned, their careers in
terrupted and to help compensate 
them to make up for those who stayed 
home, most of whom were well served 
at that time by the economy at home. 

The needs of the All-Volunteer 
Force today are very different. Pay 
scales are much more generous than 
when the old GI bills were in effect. 
But even if the military services were 
faced with recruiting and retention 
problems, the GI bill proposed by this 
amendment would not be the answer. 
In fact, it would create more problems 
than it would solve. I want to take a 
few minutes to outline some of the 
problems that would result if this 
amendment is passed. 

Mr. President, the first basic prob
lem with a postservice educational 
benefit like the one proposed today is 
that people will leave the service to 
use it. One of the major military per
sonnel problems facing the country 
today is the retention of experienced 
noncommissioned officers and petty 
officers. A post-service educational 
benefit will provide people in the serv
ice with a negative incentive to reen
list. The Congressional Budget Office 
recognized this problem in their study 
of educational benefits for military 
personnel. They concluded "earned 
educational benefits also provide serv
ice members an incentive to leave in 
order to use their benefits. mtimately 
such separations might offset, in part 
or in whole, the gains in recruiting. 
This should be a key concern in evalu
ating educational benefits." 

Not only would a GI bill hurt reten
tion, but also, it would also drive up re
cruiting requirements. With more 
people getting out to use their educa
tion benefits, personnel turnover and 
turbulence will increase and we will 
have to recruit greater numbers of 
people to man the same size force. The 
ultimate result will be to make the job 
of recruiting enough people to sustain 
the All-Volunteer Force an even great
er challenge than it is today. 

The authors of this amendment will 
say they have offset the probable neg
ative impact of a post-service educa
tion benefit on retention by allowing 
enlisted service members to transfer 
education benefits to their spouse or 
children. Mr. President, I have real 
doubts that this transferability provi
sion will be strong enough to keep 
people in the service, since most enlist
ed service men and women are still rel
atively young when they finish their 
first enlistment. The immediate pros
pect of getting out and going to school 
will be much more attractive to an en-

listed person than transfering the edu
cation benefits sometime in the future 
to a family the service member prob
ably does not even have yet. Transfer
ability, Mr. President, is just not a 
proven retention tool, especially at the 
cost of almost $300 million a year 
when the program is fully underway. 

The second problem with a new GI 
bill is that it could very well do the 
most harm to the service that needs 
the most help. The greatest challenge 
of the All Volunteer Force is recruit
ing enough people for the Army, espe
cially the Army combat arms. The 
year-long test of educational benefits 
authorized by the Congress and con
ducted last year by the Defense De
partment demonstrated that an 
across-the-board educational benefit, 
like the one being offered today in 
which all services offer the same bene
fits, could reduce the number of high 
quality recruits in the Army. The 
reason is obvious: Offering the same 
benefits to recruits in all services will 
draw recruits away from the service 
and skills which involve the greatest 
risk and which are not readily trans
ferable to the civilian economy-in 
other words, the Army combat arms. 

The proponents of the amendment 
will say they have overcome this prob
lem by giving the Secretary of Defense 
the authority to target additional 
amounts for educational benefits 
above the basic benefit. Mr. President, 
they have overlooked a very basic 
point: We already have a very success
ful, targeted educational benefit for 
the Army under the veterans' educa
tion assistance program. 

The Army today is offering $12,000 
"kickers" in addition to the $8,000 an 
individual can otherwise receive in 
educational benefits under the current 
program. This program has proved to 
be very successful in the Army this 
past year. By fiscal year 1996, assum
ing the benefits keep peace with infla
tion, this program will cost approxi
mately $300 million per year compared 
to over $1.3 billion per year for a new 
GI bill. Why do we need a new, more 
expensive educational incentives pro
gram when we already have one in 
place that is doing the job? Passing 
this GI bill would be like spending an 
additional $1 billion simply to run in 
place. 

Another objection I have to this 
amendment, Mr. President, is that it is 
going to be very expensive. With all of 
the agony this Congress has gone 
through to reduce Federal spending, 
and with the huge deficits we are 
facing in the next few years, I am 
rather amazed at the cavalier attitude 
of the amendment's authors. They say 
that their amendment is a measure 
which "would cost taxpayers virtually 
nothing throughout this decade." Yes, 
I think I heard a usually sound fiscal 
conservative, a colleague of mine on 
the Budget Committee, talk about this 

being cost free, a cost-free amend
ment. There are very few amendments 
or bills that ever passed the U.S. 
Senate that are cost free. I ch&llenge 
the statement that this is one of those 
few times, that there is an exception. 
The fact is that this program is going 
to cost money beginning the day it 
goes into effect. The bill may not fall 
due for a few years, but it is still going 
to fall due. Ten years from now, if the 
benefits in this amendment keep pace 
with inflation, the net cost of these 
benefits according to the Congression
al Budget Office will be almost $800 
million per year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes of the Senator have expired. 

Mr. EXON. I yield myself an addi
tional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
time is under the control of the Sena
tor from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
yield an additional 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, last 
summer, Deputy Secretary Carlucci 
'offered the military services a GI bill 
similar to the one being proposed 
today. The only stipulation was that 
the services had to find the money to 
pay for it. To no one's surprise, the 
military services all decided that under 
those conditions they could get along 
without a new GI bill. It is the same 
old story, Mr. President--programs 
look great until it comes time to pay 
the bill. 

The final difficulty I have with this 
amendment is that it takes the estab
lished legislative process which exists 
in the Senate and stands that process 
on its head. Neither of the two Senate 
committees which have jurisdiction 
over this legislation-the Armed Serv
ices and Veterans' Affairs Commit
tees-have seen the need to report out 
a GI bill. Before the Senate passes a 
major piece of legislation like this 
with all of its long-term ramifications, 
we ought to hear from the Senate 
committees which have jurisdiction 
over this area. To do otherwise, as the 
authors of the amendment are asking 
us to do, is to undermine the integrity 
of the whole committee system in the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, during the 1980 cam
paign, President Reagan voiced sup
port for a new GI bill. However, his 
administration has looked into this 
question exhaustively, and his military 
manpower task force found that we 
just do not need a new GI bill now. It 
is time we faced reality. The President 
and his administration have done that 
when faced with the cold, hard reality 
of responsibility and found the pro
gram to be wanting. 

In the past, proponents of a new GI 
bill have claimed that, even though 
military recruiting Is in the best shape 
it has been in years, problems loom 
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over the horizon and "the time to fix 
the leak in the roof is before it starts 
to rain." Mr. President, that may 
make for good carpentry, but in this 
case it certainly does not make for 
good Government. 

A new GI bill has a nice "ring" to it. 
But let us not legislate on the basis of 
nostalgia. With the tremendous defi
cits that are projected for the next 
several years, we have a responsibility 
to examine carefully every new spend
ing proposal, especially entitlements, 
that comes before this body. A careful 
examination has led this Senator to 
conclude what I hope that a majority 
of my colleagues will conclude: A new 
GI bill for the All-Volunteer Force is a 
needlessly expensive, wrong solution 
to a problem that does not even exist. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, would 
you please review the situation with 
regard to the time for the proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proponents of the amendment have 28 
minutes and 51 seconds; the opponents 
of the amendment have 20 minutes 
and 32 seconds. 

Mr. SIMPSON. At this time I yield 5 
minutes to the senior Senator from 
Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I cer
tainly thank the Senator from Wyo
ming for his courtesy. 

Mr. President, let us be frank about 
this thing, and I wish to make the 
point that I am going to make crystal 
clear. The names on this proposal are 
respected and uniformly valuable 
Members of this body, and we look to 
them for guidance of many important 
things. 

But just that are we going to become 
now, Mr. President, if we pass a bill of 
this magnitude, without any hear
ings-without any hearings of any 
kind by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee? Even though, as I under
stand, there were some hearings by 
our valuable Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, the bill was not marked up by 
the committee, as I am told, and as I 
understand we do not have any testi
mony about it, where the witnesses 
were subject to cross-examination. We 
do not have any analysis of their testi
mony or any testimony on the bill 
either by a trained valuable staff 
member who specializes in fields of 
this kind We do not have the benefit 
of any of the ordinary tools of our 
trade. 

We are here now at 8 o'clock at 
night after many hours-! am not 
complaining about that-of service 
here, and we have an attendance here 
that totals, a minute ago when I 
counted. eight or nine Members of the 
Senate. That is less than 10 Members, 

less than 10 percent of the member
ship are here, and it has been just 
about that average since this debate 
started. 

What kind of a parliamentary body 
do we have and are we practicing 
here? We are far, far, far more capable 
than that and ordinarily more careful, 
more thorough, and more in depth in 
preparation. This is a very important 
measure; it is a sensitive field, and it is 
one that pays off. 

I have always been proud of the fact 
that one of my classmates in college 
was what we called then a delayed war 
student and he became president-one 
of the outstanding ones of the South
of that same institution later, and I 
can cite many, many dozens of them 
whom I remember so well who re
ceived this training and have since 
then excelled. I claim to be a very 
strong proponent of a GI bill in its 
proper place and after its proper prep
aration and weighing of the benefits 
and the resources we have. 

But to just come stumbling in here-
1 did not mean any reference to any 
individual stumbling-but just to come 
in here pell-mell without the ordinary 
safeguards and preparation that goes 
with an item of this magnitude and 
importance and pass this bill-and it is 
not going to be going into effect for 4 
or 5 years-it seems to me it would be 
a neglect of duty and grave error on 
top of that. 

We just do not have the money, Mr. 
President, either. However noble the 
cause and the purposes here of the au
thors of the amendment, however 
noble their cause, we just do not have 
the money to throw around. 

All of us are impressed every day, 
every day, for years here we have been 
impressed of the need and the demand 
for more and more and more money. 
Instead of getting things in balance, 
we are getting farther and farther and 
farther from balance all the time, and 
that is not said in criticism of anyone, 
the administration or anyone else. It is 
our way. 

So certainly we have to give it an 
even more careful look, weighing-de
liberation and exchange of views-in 
consultation with people throughout 
the Nation. I know we do not even give 
this the dignity and the magnitude of 
the position to be a bill in its own 
right. They offer it as an amendment 
here. They offer it as an amendment 
to a general all-out military authoriza-
tion bill. . 

I do not want to comment on who is 
going to pay for it. The taxpayers will 
pay for it. But I do not think it should 
be charged to the military account. 
Certainly it is a Veterans' Affairs 
matter. It is a serviceman's matter and 
post-military service matter, largely, 
that does not go in the category of the 
necessarily expensive hardware pro
grams and everything else that goes 
with hard military programs. 

So I think in deference to the men 
involved, in deference to the educa
tional processes, and in deference to 
the parliamentary processes that we 
should go through, and we have not 
been through it in this matter, this 
amendment certainly, as I said, has 
had no hearings, no record, no analy
sis, no nothing here to help us, not 
even anyone much to hear this speech, 
I mean in numbers, or any other 
speech or comments. 

So I think I have come to a quitting 
place, Mr. President. I just cannot con
ceive to treating in this manner the 
subject matter, with its magnitude of 
importance, its future, and it is a 
highly important subject matter, but 
it demands all the better treatment 
and consideration. 

So, with respect to its authors, and 
with respect to the subject matter, and 
with hopes of a better chance to pass a 
more appropriate bill at the right 
time, I hope that we can respectfully 
put this one to sleep and to bed and 
come back another day. 

Mr. President, if I have any time re
maining, I yield it back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRESSLER). Who yields time? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I shall be very brief. 
The fact js that this legislation is 

not required to deal with any present 
critical need. Our initial accretion 
rates are very satisfactory now. As a 
matter of fact, they are above the re
quirements. 

So the legislation is not required. It 
creates an entitlement program for a 
contingency that might arise but that 
is unknown at the moment. 

But aside from that, the merits of 
the bill proposed, and it is a bill-it is 
not just an amendment-it is in fact a 
bill in the form of an amendment pro
posed by the Senator from Colorado, 
and it is a very irresponsible way to 
legislate. I endorse everything that my 
distinguished colleague from Mississip
pi, Senator STENNIS, said. This matter 
was not brought up in the Armed 
Services Committee. It was not 
brought up at all in the Armed Serv
ices Committee. We had no opportuni
ty to hold hearings on it, none whatso
ever, to look into the long-term impli
cations of it. 

It is an enormously important 
matter. It is in fact free-standing legis
lation and should be treated as such. 

The responsible thing for this legis
lation to do is to have it introduced as 
a bill and have it promptly referred In 
the process of that reference it would 
not come to the Armed Services Com
mittee anyway because it comes under 
the jurisdiction of the Veterans• Af
fairs Committee, so ably chaired by 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming, who has already expressed his 
views this evening. 
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Now, this is an attractive program. 

But I hope that my colleagues, even 
those who are up for reelection next 
year, will not think they have to do 
the politically popular thing in sup
porting this measure and subordinate 
their better judgment on orderly legis
lative procedure. 

I am up for election next year, and I 
am sure I do not enhance my political 
prospects in a State like Texas that 
has a number of military establish
ments, a number of members of the 
armed services, a number of veterans 
by opposing this legislation. But I am 
willing to pay the political price to 
oppose legislation that, in fact, is 
brought up out of order. 

I hope the Senate will reject this 
amendment, not just on its merits, 
aside from its merits, but reject it on 
the basis of this being an improper 
way to legislate. It makes a mockery of 
the deliberative process. It makes a 
mockery of the committee system, and 
for that reason alone should be reject
ed by the Senate. 

A politically attractive program, yes. 
But I hope my colleagues, in the words 
of Lady Macbeth, would screw their 
courage to the sticking-place and 
reject this amendment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield in a moment to the 
Senator from Hawaii. But first, I want 
to recognize the Senator from Maine 
to comment on the observations of the 
distinguished Chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

As I yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from Maine, I want to recall what 
Winston Churchill said. I think it ap
plies as well to the statements of the 
Senator from Texas. Mr. Churchill 
said, "I do not resent criticism even 
when, for the sake of emphasis, it de
parts from reality." 

Mr. President, I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. 

I would just like to point out a 
couple of items. No. 1, it has been sug
gested by the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee that this bill is 
somehow politically motivated. I did 
not hear that stated about Ronald 
Reagan who used it as his No. 1 cam
paign issue when he ran in 1980. 
There was no criticism then. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COHEN. I will not yield until I 
finish. 

Further, let me say that I intro
duced the GI bill back in 1979 not 
when I was running for reelection, the 
first year of my service in this body. 

I reintroduced it back in 1981, and I 
have reintroduced it every year, and 
let me say to the chairman, who has 
complained that he has not had an op
portunity to hold hearings, no one cer
tainly is in the position to have the op
portunity to hold hearings on an issue 

of this importance better than the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee. So the opportunity has been 
there. To the extent that it has not 
been seized, that is not the problem of 
the Senator from Maine or the Sena
tor from Colorado. 

For the chairman to now suggest 
this is politically motivated for 1984, I 
think, is a great disservice to his col
leagues from Maine and Colorado. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COHEN. I recall back in 1979 
and1980-

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COHEN. I will not yield at this 
particular point, Mr. President. If the 
Senator will give me some time I 
would be happy to yield to him. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. COHEN. I will not yield on my 
time. On the Senator's time I would be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. TOWER. All right. I think if the 
Senator from Maine will examine the 
record carefully-and we could have 
the reporter read it back, perhaps-he 
will find I did not say it was politically 
motivated. I said it was politically at
tractive. I do not think the Senator 
from Maine will contend that it is not 
politically attractive. I would never 
suggest that anything that either the 
Senator from Maine or the Senator 
from Colorado would do is politically 
motivated, and I think the Senator 
from Maine did himself and the Sena
tor from Colorado a disservice by even 
planting that in the minds of anyone. 

Certainly that was the farthest 
thing from the mind of this Senator. 

Mr. COHEN. Let me say to my 
friend from Texas on his time that I 
doubt very much whether any piece of 
legislation introduced in this body is 
so introduced because it is politically 
unattractive. That goes without 
saying. But, second, let me go back to 
1979 and 1980 so that I can point 
out--

Mr. TOWER. Some are more attrac
tive than others. 

Mr. COHEN. It was in such bad 
shape there was a drumbeat in the 
U.S. Senate to go back to the draft. 
They said we have too many poor, too 
many blacks, too many minorities, too 
many such people in the Army. 

Mr. TOWER. I have not yielded 
time to the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. They said "Let us have 
a draft." It was through the legislation 
offered by the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. ARMsTRONG), the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA), and the Sen
ator from Maine that we insisted upon 
changing the pay scales to start 
paying people what they deserve. 

Now, thanks to the initiative we in
troduced back in 1979, everybody 
seems to be taking credit for this cele-

brated status we now have in the mili
tary, when we never had it so good. 

All the Senator from Maine and the 
Senator from Colorado are trying to 
do is to say let us just look to the 
future, let us not make the same mis
takes that were made in the past. Let 
us look to the future and we will con
tinue to have the high quality which 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee celebrates so highly. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
in view of the very pertinent, very rel
evant, import of the remarks of the 
Senator from Maine, it is most appro
priate now to yield to the Senator 
from Hawaii because when we were 
making that fight to get fair pay 
scales for the military personnel, a 
fight which was ultimately successful 
over the opposition of some of the 
most important leaders in this Cham
ber and downtown, a fight which, if it 
had not been won would have ended, I 
think, in destroying utterly the all-vol
unteer service concept, because our 
Army units were being decimated by 
people leaving the service, and the 
Secretary of the Navy was actually at 
one point forced to beach ships be
cause he could not get sailors to sail 
them-when it became so clear that 
something had to be done, the Senator 
from Hawaii came forward, with 
others, to fight the battle. He has 
shown a great deal of leadership and 
perspicacity in dealing with this issue, 
and I am very proud he is a cosponsor 
of this amendment. I am pleased to 
yield 10 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague from Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Colorado for 
yielding, and I thank him for his kind 
remarks. 

I certainly must commend him and 
congratulate him for the leadership he 
has shown in this body in trying to 
keep the All-Volunteer Force going. 

Mr. President, as a cosponsor, I rise 
in strong support of the Armstrong
Cohen- Hollings- Matsunaga- Cranston 
amendment which would establish a 
new, peacetime G I bill education as
sistance program for members of the 
All-Volunteer Force. 

At the outset, Mr. President, I want 
to emphasize, as my fellow sponsors 
have done, that this amendment is a 
truly bipartisan effort. The provisions 
of this GI bill proposal we are offering 
to the Senate were hammered out 
painstakingly and with an eye toward 
reaching a compromise measure with 
which a large majority of the Senate 
would feel comfortable. 

I think we have done that in this 
amendment, Mr. President. Our GI 
bill proposal is drafted to address 
every major concern or criticism that 
has traditionally been leveled against 
the peacetime GI bill idea in the past. 
This is not to say that there will not 
be criticism of this amendment. I am 
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certain that the obligatory arguments 
against the proposal will be made and 
made forcefully. I am confident, how
ever, that this compromise GI bill will 
stand up to the scrutiny. I believe that 
if Senators take a long, hard look at 
this proposal, they will agree with its 
cosponsors that it is the way to go to 
address the future manpower prob
lems of the All-Volunteer Force. 

Mr. President, although this is clear
ly a measure designed to bolster the 
All-Volunteer Force-which is, of 
course, the primary objective of the 
sponsors of the amendment-it can be 
and is supported by Senators who do 
not have confidence in the all-volun
teer concept and favor a return to the 
draft. The Senator from South Caroli
na, Mr. HOLLINGS, is one of the Sen
ate's strongest supporters of a return 
to the peacetime draft. He is, however, 
a primary sponsor of this amendment 
because of his deep concern, which I 
share, that the All-Volunteer Force is 
heading for serious recruiting prob
lems and that only a GI bill will be 
able to provide the incentives neces
sary to insure that the military serv
ices are able, under the volunteer 
system, to recruit adequate numbers 
of high quality personnel to man the 
highly technical systems and equip
ment of our modern Army. 

Mr. President, the All-Volunteer 
Force is here and it is going to be with 
us into the indefinite future. We must, 
therefore, provide it with the tools it 
needs to meet our military manpower 
requirements. One of the most impor
tant tools which it now lacks is the in
centive of the GI bill. 

One of the main criticisms launched 
against our amendment is that a G I 
bill is not needed now; that the mili
tary services are now experiencing 
record success in recruiting, and the 
incentive of a GI bill is not necessary. 
While this observation may be true 
today, we would only remind Senators 
that we were proposing this GI bill 
back in the dark days of 1979 and 1980 
when the All-Volunteer Force was in 
serious trouble in terms of recruiting 
and retaining personnel because of our 
Government's failure to keep military 
pay and benefits at levels competitive 
with the private sector. It was needed 
then and would have made the differ
ence in terms of the recruitment of 
high school graduates. In 1981, howev
er, as the economy took a plunge and 
unemployment skyrocketed, military 
recruiting was given an unexpected 
boost by thousands of high quality en
listees who could not find jobs on the 
outside. At the same time, the Con
gress belatedly approved significant 
military pay increases which also 
made enlistment and reenlistment 
much more attractive. I am proud to 
say that I Joined my distinguished col
league from Colorado, Senator Ami
STRONG, in offering the first amend-

ments in 1979 and 1980 to raise mili
tary pay back to competitive levels. 

In the light of indications that the 
current success in recruiting and re
tention will continue for at least the 
next 2 years, we have altered our origi
nal GI bill proposal. The proposal 
before the Senate today recognizes the 
current situation and is designed to ad
dress what most military manpower 
experts project will be almost certain 
future recruiting problems. 

The Department of Defense, the 
President's task force on Military 
Manpower, and the Congressional 
Budget Office all agree that recruiting 
success will continue up to fiscal year 
1987. This, of course, assumes that sev
eral conditions exist, the two most im
portant of which are: First, steady but 
slow economic recovery over the next 
several years; and second, entry level 
and career military pay remaining at 
competitive levels with the private 
sector. After fiscal year 1987, accord
ing to the President's manpower task 
force and the CBO, the services will 
encounter recruiting difficulties, par
ticularly in terms of high quality per
sonnel. In fact, the manpower task 
force predicted that as early as 1985, if 
not earlier, the Army will begin expe
riencing serious difficulties in meeting 
the recruit quality standards estab
lished by the Congress, unless addi
tional recruiting incentives are provid
ed. Again, let me emphasize that the 
President's military manpower task 
force based its projections on the as
sumption that the economic recovery 
will be slow and steady and that unem
ployment will decline very slowly. The 
task force also assumed that other fac
tors which affect recruiting would be 
held constant, such as military pay, 
manpower end strengths, the size of 
the career force, and career force re
tention. 

Presumably, the findings of the 
President's Task Force were to be reas
suring to Congress that the All-Volun
teer Force is doing well and that there 
is no need for further legislative 
action such as a GI bill. In my view, 
the projection that the Army will be 
experiencing recruiting shortfalls by 
fiscal year 1985, assuming that all goes 
as planned, is in truth, disconcerting. 

Mr. President, the sponsors of this 
amendment are concerned that every
thing will not go as planned; that 
there is too great a risk that any 
number of factors which affect re
cruiting will combine with the abso
lutely certain decline in the pool of eli
gible young men and women to send 
military recruiting into a tailspin 
which could have a catastrophic effect 
on our manpower and readiness situa
tions. Such a recruiting catastrophe 
would no doubt set the stage for what 
I believe would be the premature 
abandonment of the volunteer man
power system in favor of a return to 
peacetime conscription. 

We strongly believe that the recruit
ing situation 5 years from now, if not 
earlier, could be much worse than pre
dicted by the President's manpower 
task force. All it would take would be a 
significant surge in the economic re
covery, a faster drop in unemployment 
than expected, a falling behind of the 
competitiveness of military pay, and 
continued strict adherence to congres
sionally imposed recruit quality stand
ards, to turn the current recruiting 
successes into serious manpower prob
lems for the services. 

Mr. President, we believe it would be 
incredibly shortsighted for the Con
gress to believe that the likelihood of 
such a scenario is remote-it is not. 
One needs only to be reminded that 
the Congress in the midseventies de
cided that the All-Volunteer Force was 
doing so well recruiting personnel that 
it could afford to let military pay fall 
behind the private sector and cancel 
the Vietnam-era GI bill. Less than 3 
years later, the military services were 
experiencing the worst recruiting 
years in the history of the volunteer 
system. 

I sincerely hope, Mr. President, that 
the Congress has learned its lesson on 
the All-Volunteer Force. As the Sena
tor from Colorado and I argued in 
1979 and in 1980, the viability of the 
All-Volunteer Force ultimately de
pends upon the willingness of the Con
gress, the President, and the Depart
ment of Defense to maintain adequate 
levels of military pay and benefits. 

Unfortunately, there are signs that 
the Armed Services Committee and 
the President have forgotten the les
sons of only a few short years ago. In 
this defense authorization bill there is 
a provision to freeze the pay of entry
level recruits. Such a provision will un
doubtedly have a detrimental effect on 
the recruitment of top quality high 
school graduates. I strongly oppose 
this provision and am considering of
fering an amendment to strike it and 
provide E-1's within their first 4 
months of service the same pay raise 
that civil servants and all other mili
tary personnel, including the top gen
erals, are being provided. I will reluc
tantly support this E-1 pay freeze if 
the Senate adopts this G I bill amend
ment. I believe that the benefit which 
will be drawn from the GI bill by the 
military in terms of recruiting and by 
the recruit in terms of educational as
sistance compensates for the freeze on 
entry pay. 

The President, in his budget propos
al for the Defense Department, 
showed a willingness to go even fur
ther than the Armed Services Commit
tee. President Reagan proposed a com
plete freeze on military pay for fiscal 
year 1984. According to testimony sub
mitted to the Senate Veterans• Affairs 
Committee by Department of Defense 
Manpower Chief Lawrence Korb, mill-
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tary personnel are now approximately 
4 to 5.5 percent behind private sector 
wage growth, depending on the wage 
index used. Military pay comparability 
was reachieved in October 1981 after 
successive catchup pay increases, but 
fell behind again last year when the 
President and the Congress agreed 
upon a reduced 4-percent pay raise for 
the military. Mr. Korb further report
ed that if military personnel do not re
ceive a pay raise this October, the pay 
comparability shortfall will grow to 10 
to 12 percent, assuming private sector 
pay increases of 6 to 6.5 percent. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Presi
dent, even if the military receives a 4-
percent increase in pay this year, mili
tary pay will most likely fall further 
behind the private sector. There has 
been talk that the administration will 
ask for a catchup raise for the military 
next year, but I am sure that that idea 
was tied to congressional acceptance of 
the administration's pay freeze pro
posal. As a consequence, I think it is 
safe to say that military pay will con
tinue to lag behind comparability with 
the private sector for the next several 
years, contributing to the recruiting 
difficulties the services will begin in 
the mideighties. 

Most importantly, Mr. President, 
there is the chance that the economy 
will recover much faster than antici
pated, bringing down the jobless rate 
much quicker and much further than 
expected. The economy is beginning to 
heat up, and barring a further rise in 
interest rates which I believe may 
choke off any chance of recovery, 
there may be an economic turnaround 
which will make the recruiting market 
even tougher for the military. 

There is no doubt in our minds that 
by fiscal year 1987, if not earlier, there 
will be a pressing need for a strong in
centive for the enlistment of high 
school graduates. We are convinced 
that a GI bill is necessary to provide 
the All-Volunteer Force with the in
centive it needs to attract sufficient 
numbers of high quality recruits. We 
believe that having the GI bill set to 
take effect in fiscal year 1987, when 
most manpower experts predict re
cruiting difficulties will begin, and 
providing the President with discre
tionary authority to implement it 
sooner if the recruiting situation re
quires it, provides the All-Volunteer 
Force with the protection it needs to 
be able to continue, throughout the 
1980's, to meet military manpower re
quirements. With the pool of eligible 
recruits declining later in this decade, 
with the economy improving, produc
ing more competition for a limited 
number of quality recruits, and with 
the possibility that military pay will 
continue to lag behind private sector 
pay, the need for a GI bill educational 
assistance program becomes increas
ingly clear. 

As I indicated, there will be criticism 
of our proposal that it is prohibitively 
costly, that it will actually hurt rather 
than help military recruiting efforts, 
and that other alternatives exist that 
would be more cost-effective ways to 
bolster recruiting efforts. I would like 
to briefly address these points. 

First, we strongly disagree with the 
argument that the GI bill program we 
are offering will be too costly. The fact 
is that our GI bill, if it goes into effect 
in fiscal year 1987, would not cost the 
Federal Government anything for 2 
full years and then only an estimated 
$7 million in fiscal year 1989. Outlays 
would necessarily increase in fiscal 
year 1990 to $261 million and would 
continue to rise to approximately $486 
million by fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
the costs associated with the GI bill 
are prohibitive by any means. In the 
late 1980's and early 1990's we will 
need to spend a lot more to recruit 
adequate numbers of quality manpow
er and, speaking only for myself, I be
lieve the cost is warranted if it means 
that we can extend the life of the All
Volunteer Force. I am adamantly op
posed to a return to the peacetime 
draft and if it takes a $486 million GI 
bill in fiscal year 1993 to avoid it, I 
think the expenditure will be in the 
best interest of our Nation. 

But let us look at it from another 
angle, Mr. President. We are consider
ing at this very moment a Department 
of Defense authorization bill which 
contains hundreds of millions of dol
lars for weapons systems such as the 
MX, the B-1, chemical munitions, and 
nuclear aircraft carriers, costing hun
dreds of millions of dollars for various 
weapons systems, many of which may 
not be essential to our national securi
ty. What is essential to our national 
security is having qualified military 
manpower in a state of combat readi
ness. In my judgment, this authoriza
tion bill provides far too little for man
power and readiness accounts and far 
too much for big-ticket nuclear weap
ons systems. Mr. President, we can 
afford a GI bill for the All-Volunteer 
Force, if we will only muster the cour
age to realine our defense spending 
priorities to give manpower and readi
ness their fair shake. We must never 
permit the U.S. to find itself sadly 
lacking in conventional military readi
ness, if unavoidably drawn into limited 
conflict, as Britain was. 

Second, I do not know how it can be 
argued that the GI bill might have a 
detrimental effect on military recruit
ing. It has been estimated that the 
Vietnam-era GI bill during the initial 
years of the volunteer system helped 
to recruit between 25 and 36 percent 
of the volunteers entering the Armed 
Forces. In December 1976, the last 
month the old GI bill was in effect, 
approximately 100,000 recruits joined 
the military services, with the Army 

receiving more than 2'1 ,000 enlistees. I 
think this more than demonstrates 
the great attractiveness of the GI bill 
educational benefits to the recruit and 
the return on investment to the mili
tary. 

There has always been concern, 
which I acknowledge, that any GI bill 
proposal will have a detrimental 
impact on retention because service 
members with GI bill benefits will 
want to separate in order to make use 
of the educational entitlement. We 
have attempted to address that con
cern in our amendment by permitting 
service members to transfer benefits 
to spouses or children or to apply for 
educational leaves of absence. We do 
not believe that the impact of this GI 
bill proposal on retention of career 
personnel will be significant. 

Third, there is the argument that 
other alternatives such as enlistment 
and reenlistment bonuses targeted at 
certain problem areas would be more 
cost effective than a full-fledged GI 
bill. Over the next several years, that 
argument ·may be valid because re
cruiting problems will not be that 
acute. However, as many manpower 
experts have predicted, the late 1980's 
will be a difficult time for the military 
services, particularly for the Army. 
The recruiting of high school gradu
ates will probably require more than 
just cash bonuses. The GI bill may be 
necessary to get the recruiting job 
done, and the cost may be offset some
what by a reduction in the number of 
direct cash bonuses provided to enlist
ees. 

In the final analysis, Mr. President, 
what we are asking the Congress to do 
in establishing a peacetime GI bill is 
to anticipate rather than react to a 
future recruiting crisis in the All-Vol
unteer Force. In 1980, the Congress re
acted sharply, but belatedly, to the 
severe recruiting and retention short
falls experienced by the military serv
ices. The damage had already been 
done to the combat readiness of our 
military forces. We foresee a recruit
ing crisis which could be exacerbated 
by a swiftly improving economy, the 
failure to keep military pay competi
tive, and forced adherence to recruit 
quality standards. We are convinced 
that the answer is putting a GI bill on 
the books for fiscal year 1987 so that 
we are prepared for the recruiting 
shortfalls which are sure to come. 

What is at stake here today is noth
ing less than the future of the All-Vol
unteer Force, if we fail to provide the 
military with proper manpower re
cruitment and retention tools. I there
fore urge my colleagues in the strong
est of terms to support this bipartisan 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will be $1,400,000,000 in entitlement 

yield 4 minutes to the Senator from spending. 
New Mexico. It is obvious to this Senator that this 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I is not the way to conduct the fiscal 
thank my good friend from Wyoming. business of the U.S. Senate. For those 

Mr. President, I have the greatest re- constantly worrying about the U.S. 
spect for the principal sponsor of this budget, about the size of the deficits, I 
legislation and the cosponsors. I know hope they understand that the Budget 
that for many this bill appears to be Act envisioned this kind of entitle
one of these motherhood bills. I regret ment in the outyears and included a 
to say that I think it is a far cry from provision against it. I have discussed it 
it. with the distinguished ranking minori-

I think it is the wrong bill at the ty member of the Budget Committee 
wrong time which will accomplish the and I believe he concurs that this is an 
wrong thing. I really cannot believe inappropriate measure today in terms 
that the U.S. Senate is seriously de bat- of the budget process of the United 
ing a peacetime GI bill for educational States under the laws and procedures 
purposes at a time when the U.S. mili- established under that act. 
tary is having little or no trouble with I see my good friend from Florida on 
recruitment; little or no trouble with the floor. 
retention; when we have the pay ap- Mr. MATSUNAGA. Will the Senator 
preaching parity; and when we have a yield for a question? 
pension program which requires no Mr. DOMENICI. I yield. 
contribution that is better than any Mr. MATSUNAGA. Does the Sena-
pension program in the private sector. tor realize that the amendment we are 
All of these benefits are aimed at one proposing will not cost a penny, will 
thing-retention, longevity in the mill- not affect the budget until1987? 
tary service, a necessary requirement, Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from 
when the United States decided to go New Mexico is fully aware of that. 
with an All-Volunteer Army. Needed to With one other exception-
retain the young men and women in Mr. MATSUNAGA. Until 1989, 
the military? · excuse me. So if the principal reason 

Now, we come to the floor of the for the Senator objecting to the 
Senate with this proposal which pro- amendment is that it would upset the 
vides a fantastic education program, budget, he should be pleased to note 
free, if you spend 3 years in the mili- that it will not affect the budget at all 
tary. If that does not fly in the face of until fiscal year 1989. 
everything we are trying to do to Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield? 
retain an All-Volunteer Army-instead Mr. DOMENICI. Let me respond 
of trying to keep people as long as pos- and then I will yield. I thought the 
sible, this education program seems to first version was 1987 but perhaps it is 
be saying "Get out of the service, and 1989. Everything I have said has the 
go to school". We are setting up a $1.4 same application, whether it is 1989 or 
billion entitlement program to help 1987. 
you do this. Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 

I hate to say that about this amend- yield an additional 2 minutes to the 
ment, but that is how I feel. In addi- Senator from New Mexico. 
tion, I do not think it ought to be put Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sena-
into this bill, a military authorization tor. 
bill, where we have already had a seri- There is a provison in the amend
ous challenge on the floor as to ment, as I understand it, which could 
whether or not it comes within budget acccelerate the operational date based 
targets. Obviously, this is a new enti- on a President of the United States 
tlement program. The CBO estimates making the necessary finding. 
for an indexed program indicate it will I am pleased to yield to my friend 
cost $1,400,000,000 a year by the end from Florida. 
of the century. Mr. CHILES. Is there any other time 

Again, I repeat, I have the greatest on our side? 
respect for those who came here today Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, would 
and eloquently argued that we need you advise us of the time of the propo
this. I regret to say, however, that nents? 
many Members in this Senate who are The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
prone to vote for this are constantly, proponents have 14 minutes, 1 second 
persistently, consistently saying the and the opponents 5 minutes, 7 sec
problem with the U.S. budget is the onds. 
entitlement programs, which are out Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back there
of control. Once you create them, you mainder of the time which was yielded 
cannot do anything about them. They to me. 
are automatic. Presidents cannot veto Mr. TOWER. I yield 3 minutes to 
them. Appropriators cannot do any- the distinguished Senator from Fieri
thing with them. If you are entitled, da. 
to a benefit you get. If you have the Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want 
right color eyes, the right stature, the to comment in a little different way 
right age, they will write you a check. than my distinguished chairman has 
That is what an entitlement is. This commented. 

I thought many of us have thought 
at times that we would need some
thing like this. I am not sure that this 
is the time. 

If you really think back about the 
Budget Act and what we were trying 
to do, Mr. President, we were trying to 
set up a process so that we would not 
really go out and create some new en
titlement programs. You know how 
those entitlement programs all got 
started. Someone would stand up and 
say, "This little program is not going 
to cost but $300 million," or "it is only 
going to cost $700 million, or maybe $1 
billion." 

But no one looked at what that pro
gram would do down the line. That is 
where we are now, trying to get our
selves out of this entanglement. 

Here, part of the process envisioned 
is you would take into consideration 
what you were going to spend and you 
would not obligate something in those 
future years. 

This is the way a program does get 
started. It does not cost anything this 
year. There is no obligation. It does 
not cost anything in 1985, it does not 
cost anything in 1986, nothing until 
1987. I do not worry about 1987. That 
is so far away, why should anyone 
worry about it? 

That is one thing the Budget Act 
was trying to make us conscious of, to 
see that we would worry about it, be
cause that is the way you get these 
programs started; that is the way you 
got the ones started which are giving 
us all the trouble now, which we 
cannot cut back. 

I think the point we are talking 
about making here is that when we 
were putting that act together, people 
who had been around here a lot longer 
than I had, who had seen the prob
lems we got into in the past, said, "We 
will set a device where you will not be 
able to obligate in the future. You will 
have to envision what something is 
going to cost. You will have to deter
mine that." 

Of course, you ought to be looking 
at that in the act itself when we take 
up the budget resolution. 

Now, because you can say there is no 
cost to this program now, it is so 
tempting to say, "We can put that on 
this bill." 

It is a nice vote when you go home. 
It makes the veterans happy, the col
leges happy, the universities happy. 
You can say you are doing something 
about the young folks. There is no 
problem about the deficit. It will not 
affect that. 

But if you can do it with this pro
gram you can do it with all kinds of 
other things. 

That is what we were trying to envi
sion in the Budget Act. We were trying 
to say, "Look, that is not the way you 
ought to go about it. You ought to 
look at this thing at the time you are 
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discussing the budget itself. You 
ought to determine what is going to be 
the cost of that. Are you ready to obli
gate the future? Do you think that is a 
sound thing that you should do?" 

Under those processes, I certainly 
want to join with the chairman of the 
committee because I think we are set
ting a very bad precedent if we start 
putting programs like this, regardless 
of how you feel on the merits, onto a 
bill such as this. I feel that a lot of 
people who might have even been a co
sponsor of this act know this is not the 
way to do it. It is contrary to the 
Budget Act. I think the point should 
be made that this is not the way to 
have a program like this. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of our time. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, it 
is my understanding that the propo
nents of the amendment have 14 min
utes remaining. I yield to the Senator 
from California <Mr. CRANSTON) 10 
minutes, reserving 4 minutes to close 
the debate. 

EDUCATIONAL INCENTIVES FOR THE ALL
VOLUNTEER FORCE 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to rise and join with my 
colleagues-Senators ARMsTRONG, 
COHEN, HOLLINGS, and MATSUNAGA, as 
well as Senators BOSCHWITZ, DECON
CINI, HART, DoLE, KAsTEN, KENNEDY, 
PREssLER, HAWKINS, and BRADLEY-in 
urging the Senate to approve the 
pending amendment to S. 675 to estab
lish a new, peacetime GI bill. Our 
amendment would establish two new 
programs of educational assistance de
signed to assist the Armed Forces in 
recruiting and retaining highly quali
fied men and women. 

Mr. President, our amendment incor
porates and blends together major fea
tures of a measure I introduced along 
with Senators DECONCINI and HART on 
January 8, 1983-S. 8, the proposed 
All-Volunteer Force Educational As
sistance Act--and a measure intro
duced by Senators ARMsTRONG, CoHEN, 
HOLLINGS, MATSUNAGA, ANDREWS, 
GARN, INOUYE, and TSONGAS on March 
7, 1983, S. 691, the proposed Veterans' 
Educational Assistance Act of 1983. 

I have long believed very strongly 
that educational incentives, if properly 
designed and implemented, can aid sig
nificantly in helping to insure the suc
cess of the All-Volunteer Force. Edu
cational benefits-as part of a military 
compensation system made up of both 
pay and benefits-have a special, im
portant role to play in increasing the 
numbers and quality of men and 
women we are able to attract to and 
keep in the armed services. In this 
connection, I first introduced in De
cember 1980 a measure designed toes
tablish such a program of benefits. 
That was S. 3263, the proposed All
Volunteer Force Educational Assist
ance Act of 1980, in the 96th Congress. 
I reintroduced modified versions of 

that legislation in the 97th Congress 
as S. 417 on February 5, 1981, and as S. 
8 in this Congress. 

The major impetus for enactment of 
a GI bill-type program has derived in 
large part from concerns about the in
ability of the Armed Forces to recruit 
and retain qualified individuals. 

At the time I introduced S. 417 in 
early 1981, recruitment and retention 
shortfalls in the Armed Forces were 
reaching emergency proportions. The 
four service branches had each failed 
to reach their recruitment goals, and 
retention rates were very low. The cal
iber of new recruits was also a major 
concern. 

However, the situation has changed 
dramatically since then-indeed, Sec
retary of Defense Weinberger an
nounced in December 1982 that, in 
terms of both recruiting and retention, 
fiscal year 1982 was "one of the best 
years since the beginning of the All
Volunteer Force, was better than most 
years under conscription, and even 
surpassed the excellent results" of the 
preceding year. 

Thus, in my opinion, implementa
tion today of a peacetime GI bill-type 
program is not justifiable, and that is 
not what we are proposing. 

We must bear in mind, Mr. Presi
dent, the large problems waiting down 
the road that may undermine the cur
rent recruitment and retention suc
cess. The pool of eligible young men is 
projected to decline significantly over 
the next decade. By 1987, the size of 
the enlistment-age youth population is 
expected to decline by 15 percent or 
almost 1.3 million. Based on the lower 
birth rates of 1965 through 1980, the 
size of the pool of potential eligibles is 
not expected to increase for some 
time. 

Competition among the military, col
leges. and industry for increasingly 
smaller numbers of qualified and tal
ented young men and women will in
tensify. Moreover, a significant up
swing in the economy could substan
tially reduce the attractiveness of mili
tary service as well as encourage more 
individuals to leave the military rather 
than "reup" when they complete their 
hitches. 

To address these problems, our 
amendment proposes enactment today 
of a peacetime GI bill educational in
centive program effective October 1, 
1987. I believe that the evidence 
before us now indicates quite clearly 
that we will need this program by 
then. However in the event that the 
President were to determine, based on 
recruitment and retention experience, 
that the programs to be established by 
the amendment are needed before 
fiscal 1988, the President would be au
thorized-after giving 90 days' notice 
to the Congress-to make such a deter
mination and bring the programs into 
effect sooner. 

This fail-safe effective date provi
sion-derived from the provisions of 
my bill, S. S-takes into account the 
current and likely future recruitment 
and retention situations. It takes into 
account concerns about the cost-effec
tiveness of a GI bill at this time. I be
lieve it strikes the appropriate balance 
among these considerations. 

Mr. President, the goal of promoting 
recruitment and retention in the mili
tary would be served by our amend
ment in a variety of ways. First, the 
availability of the new chapter 29, 
noncontributary benefit program 
would encourage many new enlist
ments. Recruiters would welcome this 
powerful tool to encourage young men 
and women to enlist in order to fi
nance their education through mili
tary service. 

Second, the new chapter 29 program 
is designed to give major encourage
ment to entrants into military service 
to complete their initial terms of serv
ice. As already pointed out by the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. AMRsTRONG), the costs to the mili
tary are very high when military per
sonnel-especially first-term person
nel-fail to complete enlistments. Mili
tary dropouts, like school dropouts, 
are very expensive for society. The 
armed services must make a large 
outlay of funds to train and pay a new 
recruit but realize little return on that 
investment when the enlistee fails to 
complete his or her term of service. 

Third, both the new chapter 29 pro
gram and the new chapter 30 contribu
tory program of transferable benefits 
would provide major incentives for 
active-duty personnel to remain in the 
military longer. Current active-duty 
personnel would be provided with a 
very substantial incentive to reenlist 
in order to earn the benefits which 
would be made available under the 
new programs. Indeed, the provision 
for a discretionary second tier of sup
plemental benefits-a provision de
rived from my measure, S. 8-would 
permit the service branches to target 
these benefits on particular skill areas 
where there are retention problems. 

Fourth, the Secretary of Defense 
would be given authority to permit the 
service branches, under the supervi
sion of the Secretary of Defense, selec
tively to augment benefit levels 
through the use of a kicker that could 
be added to either the basic tier of 
benefits or the second, supplemental 
tier. 

This kicker authority along with the 
discretionary tier two supplemental 
benefits would provide additional 
flexibility and latitude necessary for 
each of the services to target on spe
cific categories of skills that are in 
short supply while avoiding wasteful 
competition among the services. 
Indeed, providing flexibility to the 
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armed services is one of the hallmarks 
of our proposal today. 

I want to stress that, as a result of 
the delayed-effective-date approach 
taken in this amendment, enactment 
of the proposal at this time will not 
preclude Congress from exercising its 
options in the future. If the President 
were not to take action to make the 
new programs effective before October 
1, 1987, we would have more than 
ample time to consider any adjust
ments or further refinements that 
might be necessary or desirable. If the 
President were to decide that the pro
gram were necessary sooner, the 90-
day advance notification requirement 
would preserve the prerogatives of the 
Congress to consider the wisdom of 
the President's decision and, if it were 
to disagree, to act to modify or nullify 
the effects of the President's action by 
alternative legislation or by denying 
necessary obligational authority for 
the program. 

It should also be noted that, under 
the provisions in our amendment, Con
gress would, after enacting our propos
al, have to take affirmative action, 
next time in an appropriations act, in 
order for the entitlements that the bill 
would establish to become effective. 

Mr. President, I want to make spe
cial mention of another provision in 
the pending amendment which I be
lieve is particularly critical-that is, 
the repeal of the 1989 termination 
date for the current Vietnam-era GI 
bill. This provision is basically identi
cal to that which the Senate passed on 
September 24, 1982, in section 204 of 
H.R. 6782, the proposed Veterans 
Compensation, Education, and Em
ployment Amendments of 1982, but 
which the House would not accept last 
year. 

Under the current, Vietnam-era GI 
bill, carried out under chapter 34 of 
title 38, no educational assistance ben
efits may be paid after December 31, 
1989. This termination date, which 
was added to chapter 34 in 1976 by 
Public Law 95-202, was designed to 
permit those who entered the service 
prior to December 31, 1976-the gener
al termination date for entry into the 
service in order to acquire eligibility 
for current GI bill benefits-to com
plete their initial enlistments and then 
have a 10-year "delimiting" period in 
which to use their GI bill benefits. 

For some time now, I have been con
cerned by reports from persons now on 
active duty with eligibility for the cur
rent GI bill who are suggesting that 
they may leave the service in order to 
utUize their GI bill benefits prior to 
the 1989 termination date. According 
to testimony presented by the Depart
ment of Defense at a hearing before 
the Senate Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee on July 28, 1982, all the military 
departments believe that if the 1989 
termination date is not extended, 
there will be early separations in order 

to use earned benefits. Although the 
Department of Defense is not able to 
document this precisely, testimony 
was presented that "many service 
members have expressed their concern 
about the delimiting date." Survey evi
dence indicates that 41 percent of 
third-term personnel leaving the Navy 
report losing G I bill benefits as one of 
the most important factors in their de
cision to leave the service. That is a 
principal reason why the Department 
of Defense supported section 204 of 
the Senate-passed H.R. 6782 last year. 

According to the Department of De
fense, there are still over 800,000 serv
ice members on active duty who en
tered the service prior to 1977 and who 
thus have eligibility for the current 
chapter 34 G I bill. To the extent that 
these experienced individuals elect to 
leave the service early in order to use 
their GI bill benefits, the military 
incurs undue costs because of the need 
to recruit and train replacements. In 
addition, the replacement of senior 
personnel with more junior personnel 
reduces the effectiveness and readi
ness of the Armed Forces. 

In the cases of those who choose to 
remain on active duty and thereby 
lose the opportunity to make full use 
of the benefits to which they are enti
tled, it seems to me to be very unfair 
to penalize them by cutting short or 
eliminating their periods of eligibility 
because they souyht to fulfill a greater 
obligation of service to the Nation. 

Thus, the amendment we are offer
ing today would repeal section 1662<e> 
of title 38, the provision which estab
lishes the December 31, 1989, termina
tion date. It would thus generally pro
vide all current service members-as 
well as those who left service after De
cember 31, 1979-who are entitled to 
GI bill benefits with a full 10-year 
period from the date of their separa
tions from service to complete their 
educations under the current chapter 
34 GI bill. 

Because of the major underlying 
purpose for repealing the termination 
date is to provide a retention incentive 
for the armed services, rather than a 
readjustment benefit for veterans, the 
amendment provides that the Depart
ment of Defense would bear the full 
responsibility for the cost of all educa
tional and training benefits paid after 
December 31, 1989, for military veter
ans. Thus, as did the Senate-passed 
provision in H.R. 6782, our amend
ment would require the Department of 
Defense to reimburse the VA for these 
costs incurred-for both benefits and 
administration-after that date. As to 
members of the Coast Guard and the 
Public Health Service, the Secretary 
of Transportation and the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, respec
tively, would also reimburse the VA 
appropriately. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
note briefly the relationship of the 

two new programs that would be es
tablished by our amendment to exist
ing educational assistance benefits 
available to those who are serving in 
the Armed Forces. 

First, as I have Just pointed out, 
there are those who are now serving 
on active duty who have eligibility for 
the current chapter 34 Vietnam-era GI 
bill. If our amendment were enacted, 
those individuals who remain on active 
duty for the requisite period of time to 
establish eligibility for the new chap
ter 29 program would have the option 
of receiving benefits under either the 
Vietnam-era GI bill or the new pro
gram. The choice would be that of the 
individual, who would be required to 
elect under which program to receive 
benefits, and the maximum amount of 
benefits would be subject to the 48-
month maximum now provided in title 
38. 

Second, those individuals now on 
active duty who are participating in 
the chapter 32, contributory pro
gram-known as VEAP-and who con
tinue on active duty for the requisite 
time could also establish eligibility for 
the new chapter 29 program. When 
they establish chapter 29 eligibility, 
they would automatically be disen
rolled from VEAP and receive a refund 
of their contributions. 

Last, both individuals with chapter 
34 eligibility and those with eligibility 
for chapter 32 would, after having 
served on active duty for 10 years, 
would be eligible to make contribu
tions and, after 2 additional years of 
active duty after the effective date of 
the new programs, receive benefits 
under the new chapter 30 contributory 
program that would be established by 
our amendment. They could receive 
these benefits in addition to any other 
VA educational benefits to which they 
are entitled or, of course, transfer 
them to a spouse or child who could 
use them in addition to any other VA 
benefit to which they might be enti
tled. 

By enacting this proposal at this 
time, we would be providing for a for
ward-looking program that effectively 
addresses the very real pitfalls likely 
to face our armed services in the 
future. 

Mr. President, my fellow cosponsors 
of this amendment have already out
lined the provisions of it in consider
able detail. I shall not provide a fur
ther detailed description. I do ask 
unanimous consent that the summary 
of the measure that has been circulat
ed to my colleagues be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this 

amendment is designed to contribute 
to the recruitment and retention of 
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well-qualHied personnel in the All-Vol
unteer Force. I believe it is carefully 
crafted to do just that in an equitable, 
efficient, and cost-effective manner. 
Although I believe that the delayed
effective-date approach to these bene
fits is essential, as I have noted, I con
tinue to believe strongly in the value 
of educational incentives both to en
hance recruitment and retention in 
the Armed Forces and as a sound in
vestment in the future of our Nation. I 
also fully concur with the sentiment 
that one does not wait to fix the roof 
until it is raining. The time to address 
the issues involved in educational in
centives and their relationship to the 
needs of the All-Volunteer Force is 
now-not when recruitment and reten
tion problems again reach emergency 
proportions. 

Mr. President, Senators ARMsTRONG, 
COHEN, HOLLINGS, MATSUNAGA, and I 
have worked closely together to devel
op the provisions of this amendment 
in a manner that we believe meets the 
needs of our national security. I con
gratulate them for their leadership 
and vision, and I thank each of them 
for the cooperative and constructive 
spirit with which they and their staffs 
have approached the development of 
this amendment. As we prepared it, it 
was necessary to rewrite and restruc
ture much of the language as we drew 
concepts from both bills. I believe we 
have achieved a superior product to 
either bill standing alone. In this case, 
compromises have produced stronger 
legislation. I believe the amendment is 
an excellent one, fully deserving of the 
Senate's strong support. 

I urge its adoption. 
EXHIBIT 1 

SUIDIARY OP' PROPOSED Gl BILL AM:ElmMENT 
TO S. 675 To BE PROPOSED BY SENATORS 
AlulsTRONG, COHEN, HOLLINGS, MATSUNAGA, 
AND CRANSTON 

The proposed amendment incorporates 
and blends together major features of S. 691 
<introduced by Senators Armstrong, Cohen, 
Hollings, and Matsunaga and cosponsored 
by Senators Andrews, Boschwitz, Gam, 
Inouye, Specter, Trible, and Tsongas) and S. 
8 <introduced by Senator Cranston and co
sponsored by Senators Hart and DeConcini). 
The amendment would amend title 38, 
United States Code, to establish two new 
programs of educational assistance designed 
to assist the Armed Forces in recruiting and 
retaining highly qualified men and women. 

I. PEACETDIE VE"l'ERANS' EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Basic eligibility: Eligibility for the basic 
educational assistance program would be 
earned by fulfillment of a contract to per
form military service after the effective 
date-October 1, 1987 <or an earlier date if 
determined by the President>. Generally, 
the minimum contract would be 3 years of 
active-duty service, or 2 years of active-duty 
service followed by 4 years of service in the 
reserves. Additionally, 6 years of service in 
the Selected Reserve <or any combination of 
four years in the Selected Reserve and two 
years active duty> would also establish eligi
bility. 

Honorable discharges would be required 
as a condition of eligibility <except in the 
case of a veteran with a general discharge 
who has completed his or her enlistment or 
other period of obligated service and re
ceives a favorable adjudication from the 
Veterans' Administration). 

Eligibility would also be contingent upon 
receipt of a high school diploma <or equiva
lency) prior to the completion of active-duty 
service. 

Officers who have graduated from one of 
the service academies or completed a Re
serve Officers' Training Corps program 
would not be eligible for the new program. 

Benefits: Up to 36 months of educational 
assistance benefits at $300 a month could be 
earned under the new program. One month 
of active-duty service or three months of Se
lected Reserve service would earn one 
month of benefits. Payment of benefits to 
an eligible i.ridividual could begin after 24 
months of service on active duty or in the 
Selected Reserve. 

Supplemental benefits: A second, discre
tionary tier of benefits-$300 per month
could be added to the basic benefits pro
gram where necessary to overcome particu
lar recruitment and retention problems in 
such areas as the combat arms and scarce 
skills. These supplemental educational as
sistance benefits would be available to those 
who have established eligibility for the basic 
program by completing three years of 
active-duty service and who subsequently 
complete an additional three years in a per
sonnel category specified by the Service Sec
retary concerned in accordance with regula
tions of the Secretary of Defense. Those 
who qualify would double the basic program 
benefit level-becoming eligible for 36 
months of educational assistance at $600 
per month. 

Kickers: The Service Secretaries would 
also have the authority, consistent with reg
ulations prescribed by the Secretary of De
fense, to enrich either the basic benefits 
<without requiring additional active-duty 
service> or the supplemental benefits. These 
kickers, up to $300 in additional benefits per 
month, would also be predicated on the 
needs of the various service branches to re
cruit and retain personnel in specified cate
gories. 

Administration: The program of educa
tional assistance, which would be estab
lished under a new chapter 29 of title 38, 
would be administered by the VA in a 
manner generally consistent with the Viet
nam-era, chapter 34 GI Bill. Individuals 
would generally have 10 years in which to 
use their benefits after leaving the service. 

Funding: The Department of Defense 
(and the Department of Transportation for 
the Coast Guard> would be required to 
transfer to the VA funds to cover benefit 
payments and costs associated with adminis
tering the new program. 

Effective date: The new program would 
become effective on October 1, 1987. Howev
er, the President could, upon giving 90-days 
notice to the Congress, provide for the pro
gram to become effective if the President 
determines that an earlier date would be in 
the national interest. 

II. CAREER MEIIBERS' CONTRIBUTORY 
EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Eligibility: Enlisted personnel with ten 
years of active-duty service would be eligible 
to participate in this new contributory pro
gram. 

Contributions and matching: Eligible indi
viduals would be able to make contributions 
to a fund through deductions from military 

pay up to a maximum of $6,000. Each $1 
contributed by the service member would be 
matched on a 2-for-1 basis. In addition the 
Service Secretaries would be authorized, 
based on recruitment and retention needs 
and with the Secretary of Defense's approv
al, to add supplemental contributions to an 
individual's fund. 

Transferability: A service member would 
have the option of using the benefits for his 
or her own education or of transferring 
them to a spouse or child. Benefits would be 
paid based on the monthly amount of con
tributions and the number of months in 
which they were made. 

Administration and funding: This pro
gram would be established under a new 
chapter 30 of title 38. Like the chapter 29 
program described above, the new program 
would be administered by the VA in a 
manner similar to that in which the current 
G I Bill is administered. The Department of 
Defense <and the Department of Transpor
tation for the Coast Guard) would transfer 
to the VA funds to cover the costs of benefit 
payments and administrative expenses. 

Effective date: October 1, 1987. However, 
an earlier date could be established as de
scribed under I, above. 

III. EDUCATIONAL LEAVE 

The proposed amendment would add to 
title 10, United States Code, a new program 
under which individuals who establish eligi
bility for the new chapter 29 program would 
be eligible to apply for a period of up to two 
years of educational leave. For each month 
of leave, 2 months of service would be re
quired to be completed following return to 
active duty. 

IV. REPEAL OF 1989 TERKINATION DATE 

Under the provisions of chapter 34 of title 
38, United States Code-the so-called "Viet
nam-Era GI Bill"-no educational assistance 
may be paid after December 31, 1989. This 
means that eligible individuals <those who 
entered the service before January 1, 1977), 
still on active duty on December 31, 1989, 
will lose all of the GI Bill benefits to which 
they are so entitled. The proposed amend
ment would repeal the 1989 termination 
date. It would further require that the De
partment of Defense <and the Department 
of Health and Human Services for the 
Public Health Service and the Department 
of Transportation for the Coast Guard) 
bear all benefit-payment and administra
tive-expense costs after that date. 
e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my strong support for 
the amendment offered by my distin
guished colleague and friend. Senator 
ARMSTRONG. His amendment will rein
state the G I bill and I am pleased to 
cosponsor it. 

Education programs are one of the 
major benefits provided for veterans. 
It has been widely recognized that vet
erans deserve assistance in readjusting 
to civilian life and over the past 40 
years Congress has created several val
uable veterans education programs. 
But those programs have changed 
over the years, some for the better, 
some not. 

Congress and the Senate Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, of which I am a 
member, continues to review these 
programs, both past and present. We 
are asking do they work? And if so, 
How well? 
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Currently, there are two basic pro

grams in operation for veterans-the 
old GI bill and the veterans education 
assistance program <VEAP>. 

Past GI bllls were meant to help 
wartime vets return to society. Other 
readjustment programs include hous
ing loans, employment assistance, and 
life insurance. But because we now 
have an all-volunteer peacetime force, 
veterans education programs must also 
address recruitment and retention. 

Unfortunately, VEAP has not been 
successful at either. CBO has estimat
ed that VEAP has improved recruit
ment of high-quality recruits by only 0 
to 0.2 percent, but has hurt retention 
by the same small amount. 

Nor has VEAP helped many veter
ans. 

The fact that only about 25 percent 
of today's service-members . participate 
in the program is not surprising when 
we consider that, in 1981, the mini
mum VEAP contribution was more 
than 11 percent of entry level pay. 
How can we expect a kid-who is not 
making much money as it is-to 
commit to a long-range plan that takes 
such a good chunk of his salary? 

What is more, only 60 percent of 
those who sign up for VEAP actually 
stay in the program. Thus, less than 
20 percent of those who enter the 
service will be eligible for an education 
benefit when they leave. This com
pares to the over 60 percent usage of 
the GI bill. Clearly, veterans are not 
being served by this program. 

On the other hand, enlistments are 
up-including for so-called "high qual
ity" enlistments. While only 49 per
cent of Army recruits were high school 
graduates in 1980, that percentage is 
expected to jump to 90 percent for 
1983. The key question is why? 

Two reasons: The economy is hurt
ing and military pay scales have im
proved. 

With the record unemployment 
rates of this prolonged recession, the 
military has been an attractive option 
for many young people. For some, it 
represents the only option. Military 
enlistments always rise in poor eco
nomic times, and this recession is no 
exception. 

What will happen when the econo
my rebounds? Almost every day now I 
hear another good little bit of news 
about the economy. Good economic 
times are historically bad times for 
military recruiters. This will be espe
cially true if military pay is again al
lowed to lag behind the civilian sector. 
And it will reach serious proportions 
when in 1986-87 the number of mili
tary age youth in the population 
begins to decline. 

Clearly something must be done. 
This is why I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

The Vietnam era GI bill was perhaps 
one of the most successful Govern
ment programs ever developed. It was 

easy to understand and gave educa
tional opportunities to thousands of 
veterans who may not otherwise have 
been able to afford a college educa
tion. At the same time, it assisted 
Armed Forces recruiting and helped 
veterans readjust to civilian life. 
Today the United States is beginning 
to reap the benefits of that invest
ment. 

The new GI bill proposed will again 
offer education opportunities to veter
ans, and will start up a second round 
of investments in America. The GI bill 
has proven its worth; now it is time to 
reinstate it.e 
• Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I must 
oppose the Armstrong-Cranston 
amendment because it would not es
tablish a G I bill as history defines it, 
but would open a Pandora's box of 
future uncontrolled spending. 

I cannot in good conscience support 
major spending legislation that has 
not been produced through and con
sidered in the normal committee proc
ess within the Senate. I cannot agree 
to legislation that does not take effect 
until 1987. I cannot agree to legisla
tion that has no controls and no termi
nation date. I cannot agree to legisla
tion that adds more uncontrolled and 
open-ended entitlements to an already 
bloated entitlement system. I cannot 
agree to legislate firm commitments 
for an unknown future. 

I do support educational benefits for 
the veterans of America who have 
done so much for our country. I sup
port benefits for the men and women 
who serve now, and who will serve, in 
our All-Volunteer Forces. I recognize 
that they are ready to lay their lives 
on the line, indeed that they are doing 
it in places such as Lebanon and the 
Sinai. But, Mr. President, there al
ready is a veterans education assist
ance program that is doing a good job 
and providing good education benefits 
today. 

I am interested in developing a new 
package of veterans benefits before 
the current GI bill expires in 1989. I 
v.ill support the effort of the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee to develop a 
bill that is fair to all veterans and fits 
within the budget requirements with 
which we all must live. There is plenty 
of time to do that correctly and with 
full consideration. We cannot jump 
into major spending programs with 
blinders on. 

Now is the time to put our foot 
down, stop unnecessary spending, and 
get on to high priority items.e 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues in the 
Senate as cosponsor of this important 
amendment which will help to insure 
that our Armed Forces are staffed 
with qualified men and women. I com
mend Senators ARMSTRONG, COHEN, 
CRANSTON, HOLLINGS, and MATSUNAGA 
for their hard work in developing this 
GI bill. I am aware of their continued 

interest in this area and the amend
ment we have before us represents a 
well-thought-out compromise. 

In the past, the main goal of our GI 
bllls has been to assist the Nation's 
veterans in readjusting to civilian life 
after war duty. Those programs were 
very effective and were responsible for 
educating and broadening the hori
zons of many Americans who would 
not have had such opportunities with
out these benefits. I do not doubt that 
some of my colleagues in the Senate 
and many of the Members of the 
House of Representatives reaped the 
benefits of the GI bill and would not 
presently be serving the people of our 
great Nation in their present capac
ities were it not for those educational 
programs. 

More recently, this focus has shifted 
from readjustment to recruitment and 
retainment of personnel in our All
Volunteer Forces. We are all aware of 
the recruitment difficulties that exist
ed in our armed services in the late 
1970's. At one point during that time, 
all four branches of the Armed Forces 
failed to reach their recruitment goals 
and the quality of our military person
nel was not as high as the figures were 
showing. Even the President expressed 
his strong concerns regarding the criti
cal recruitment situation at that time. 
During his address before the 1980 
annual American Legion Convention 
in my home State of Massachusetts, 
then-candidate Ronald Reagan stated, 
"We must provide the resources to at
tract and retain superior people in 
each of the services. We should take 
steps immediately to restore the GI 
bill, one of the most effective, equita
ble and socially important programs 
ever devised." 

We can all agree that over the past 
few years, there has been a major im
provement in the number of recruits 
and in the quality of these volunteers. 
Hard economic times and a tight job 
market have made enlistment a viable 
option for many men and women. But 
we must not become complacent about 
this situation. We must not allow our 
military to slip back into the critical 
posture that existed only a few years 
ago. An expected decline in military
age youth in the near future and the 
possibility of a stronger economy 
could bring about these past difficul
ties. 

In order to avoid this crisis and con
tinue to recruit quality personnel for 
our Armed Forces and for the protec
tion of all Americans, we must act now 
to establish a GI bill. We must provide 
the necessary incentives to attract 
men and women to careers and oppor
tunities in the military. The GI bill 
has proven to be one of the most effec
tive and cost saving recruitment de
vices the military has ever had and we 
should reinstitute it. 
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I urge the Senate to adopt this 

amendment and once again reaffirm 
our commitment to the people who 
are instrumental in keeping our 
Nation secure. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we 
are spending over $240 billion for our 
national defense in 1983. This total 
will increase to nearly $270 billion in 
1984 or nearly double the 1981 total of 
$145 billion. We are spending billions 
of dollars in defense on O&M, weap
ons procurement, and R&D. We spend 
billions on our manpower needs. The 
DOD says that we are getting the high 
quality, trainable personnel through 
the All-Volunteer Force that we need 
in order to operate our new and ad
vanced technology systems. 

We hear wondrous stories of how 
the DOD is more than meeting its re
cruiting objectives. This success does 
not come from an enlightened citizen
ry that feels a duty to serve its nation. 
It comes only from the hard times 
that all our citizens are facing and 
from the sobering fact that the econo
my is in shambles. Teenage unemploy
ment is over 20 percent; for black teen
agers, unemployment is over 50 per
cent. The Reagan administration 
promises an economic revival while 
our young people grow desperate for 
work. But the DOD incredibly boasts 
that it is successful in meeting person
nel goals. They hide the truth that 
their success comes only from the 
pains of idleness and unemployment 
resulting from callous policies that 
favor the wealthy at the deprivation 
of all others. And now we are con
fronted with the prospect of thou
sands of college graduates unable to 
find employment in the Reagan de
pression. Their only hope lies in our 
Armed Forces. This is not a commit
ment for national duty-but the path 
of last resort. 

The administration's shallow view of 
success ignores the broadening need 
for the highest quality and educated 
recruit for our future Army. The per
cent of recruits that score in category 
I and category II in the Armed Forces 
qualification test is much lower today 
than the percent of draftees scoring in 
the same category in 1964, the last 
prewar year before Vietnam; 33.7 per
cent of our draftees scored in these 
highest categories in 1964; in 1981 only 
23.6 percent scored in category I and 
II. The Reagan depression-and the 
influx of unemployed high school 
graduates has caused it to improve 
some in 1982. 

We must upgrade the quality of the 
Armed Forces and reward those that 
sacrifice for our national security. A 
new GI bill is the most effective, and 
cost effective step we can take to im
prove the quality of recruits for our 
Armed Forces. To meet this goal, I am 
pleased to introduce-along with my 
distinguished colleagues, Senators 
ARMsTRONG, MATSUNAGA, CoHEN, and 

CRANsTON-a new GI bill program for 
our Armed Forces. 

Mr. President, we must recruit more 
high-quality, highly motivated young 
men and women. The manning prob
lems of our Armed Forces will become 
quite severe in future years when the 
pool of young, service-age people is di
minished and if our economy im
proves. The educational benefits pro
vided by a new G I bill shall attract in
creased numbers of high school gradu
ates into the services and will assist 
them in retaining the career middle
grade noncommissioned officers 
needed to train and lead our fighting 
men. 

Under the provisions of the new GI 
bill, veterans could receive education 
assistance payments of up to $300 per 
month for up to a total of 36 months 
while attending an approved educa
tional institution. Eligibility for bene
fits at this level would be attained 
through a number of active duty and 
Reserve service options. For example, 
a young man could enlist for 2 years of 
active duty and agree to serve 4 years 
in the Reserves to become eligible for 
the maximum benefits commencing at 
the time he is honorably discharged 
from active duty. A longer period of 
active duty would reduce the Reserve 
obligation. Military personnel who 
perform in critical skill and combat 
arms jobs as designated by a Service 
Secretary could be eligible for up to a 
$600 a month benefit. 

A unique feature of the bill is that it 
also provides educational benefits for 
persons who serve in the Reserve 
Forces without having served on active 
duty. While the benefits for eligible 
reservists are roughly one-third of 
what is provided to active service vet
erans, they are still substantial and 
should prove to be an attractive re
cruitment incentive. The Reserves are 
experiencing even greater difficulties 
in filling their ranks with quality 
people than the Active Forces. I be
lieve that this bill can go a long way 
toward providing the needed incen
tives to draw young men and women 
into the Reserve Forces. 

A unique feature of the bill which 
should have the greatest appeal to our 
career military people is a provision 
which provides for transferability of 
benefits. As written, the bill would 
enable a person eligible for education 
benefits to transfer these benefits to 
one or more of his dependents-but 
not to exceed the 36-month/$300 level. 
This requires a contribution from the 
military member that is matched on a 
two for one basis by the DOD. Thus, 
for every $1,000 contributed by the 
serviceman, DOD will kick in $2,000. I 
believe that this will provide an ex
tremely valuable retention incentive 
for many of the very important 
middle-grade noncommissioned offi
cers. An alarmingly large number of 
these small unit leaders are presently 

leaving the services because they 
cannot afford to send their chlldren to 
college on the military pay they re
ceive. This bill can provide them the 
assistance they need to educate their 
chlldren whlle continuing in a career 
that most of them prefer. 

Mr. President, the Congress has 
moved decisively in recent years to 
provide our military forces with the 
modem, high technology equipment 
they need to at least keep abreast of 
the Soviets in a materials sense. But, 
as we all know, we are now at a point 
where we must significantly improve 
the quality of our military manpower. 
I believe that we must now move reso
lutely to remedy this problem if the 
security of this Nation is to be assured. 
I believe a new GI bill can be a major 
step in that direction. I am very 
pleased to join with my colleagues 
today in introducing this vital legisla
tion. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment of
fered to the Department of Defense 
authorization bill for fiscal year 1984 
to establish a new GI education bene
fit for our military personnel. 

I believe the program incorPorated 
in this amendment combines the best 
features of GI bill proposals already 
introduced in this Congress. Eligibility 
for the basic educational assistance 
program would be earned by fulfill
ment of a contract to perform military 
service after the effective date, Octo
ber 1, 1987. The c "'\tract would be 3 
years of active dut~ .,ervice, or 2 years 
of active duty service followed by 4 
years of service in the Reserves. Hon
orable discharges would be required 
for eligibility, as would be a high 
school diploma or equivalency prior to 
completion of active duty service. 

Up to 36 months of educational as
sistance benefits at $300 a month 
could be earned; in addition, a second, 
discretionary tier of benefits, $300 a 
month, could be added where neces
sary to overcome particular recruit
ment and retention problems in such 
areas as combat arms and scarce skills. 
Service personnel who serve an addi
tional 3 years in a personnel category 
specified by the Service Secretary 
would be eligible for the additional 
monthly benefit; and the Service Sec
retaries would have the authority to 
enrich either basic benefits or the sup
plemental benefits based on the needs 
of the various service branches to re
cruit and retain personnel in specified 
categories. 

The program would be administered 
by the Veterans Administration, al
though funding would come from the 
Department of Defense. The program 
would become effective on October 1, 
1987. Veterans, as in previous GI bills, 
would have 10 years in which to use 
their benefits after leaving the service. 
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The amendment will also establish a 

career members' contributory educa
tional assistance program for service 
members with 10 or more years of 
honorable service by which contribu
tions from the service member would 
be matched two for one by the Depart
ment of Defense. The amendment 
would also permit career service per
sonnel to utilize their education bene
fits full time without having to inter
rupt or abandon their military careers. 

Mr. President, GI bills have, without 
question, proven to be among the most 
effective and cost effective social pro
grams in our Nation's history, provid
ing millions of Americans with a col
lege education they would not other
wise have been able to obtain, and en
riching our Nation immensely. The GI 
bill is an investment in the Nation's 
future. It is a program from which ev
eryone benefits, the recipients, the 
Armed Forces, our colleges, our society 
as a whole. 

But Mr. President, the GI bill is 
more than an investment in America's 
future. I feel it is an important ele
ment in the present national defense 
function of our budget. While that 
may not be obvious at first glance; it 
seems clear to anyone who closely ex
amines the nature of any national de
fense. 

Through history the component 
which has been the most crucial to an 
effective military has been the men 
and women who serve. Only by re
cruiting and retaining military person
nel of the highest quality can we 
assure the citizens of this Nation that 
we have the strong national defense 
which is absolutely necessary. 

This is a basic people/weapons ques
tion. The best, and most advanced, 
weapons systems cannot function 
without skilled people to operate 
them. I feel this amendment offers 
the various services a cost effective, 
worthwhile and workable recruiting 
and retention tool. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
in discussing the parliamentary situa
tion with the opponents of the amend
ment, it has been agreed that I should 
close for the proponents. Then I think 
the opponents of the amendment have 
3 remaining minutes. 

Mr. President, I am not one of those 
who thinks the way you win the 
hearts of Senators is by going back 
and reanalyzing every nitpicking ob
Jection that has been made during the 
course of the debate. I am not going to 
do that. But there are two or three 
points that I Just want to set the 
record straight on before we go off the 
rails altogether. 

Somebody thinks that this is an ad
ditional program and that, in our 
amendment, we do not terminate the 
VEAP program. That is not right. The 
VEAP program is a failure and on 

page 26 of our amendment, we termi
nate it. 

Somebody else thinks this program 
is going to cost $1.4 billion the first 
year it is in effect. That is not right. It 
is going to cost, according to the CBO, 
$7 million the first year, $271 million 
the next and $1.4 billion is what it 
might cost over the first 5 to 10 years 
of the program, not the first year. 

There was even an observation by 
one of our colleagues that somehow 
we were trying to hold this out as cost 
free. I do not believe there is a 
Member of this Chamber who has 
been more diligent about pointing out 
the long-term effects of this legisla
tion on the future of the Federal 
budget than I have. I am concerned 
about costs. I have come to this floor 
over and over again to call attention to 
programs that are running out of con
trol. This is not such a program. This 
is a sound, a modest investment. It is 
not a costly program. 

We are talking about something 
which will have no cost, literally, only 
$7 million for the balance of this 
decade. Then after it hits its stride, if 
it works as well as we think it is going 
to, it will cost in the low hundreds of 
millions of dollars, perhaps by the 
time it reaches its full potential, as 
much as one-quarter of 1 percent of 
the national defense budget. 

This is not a runaway program or an 
extravagant program, Mr. President, it 
is really just a commonsense invest
ment in national defense, in the lives 
of the young people affected, and in 
the future of America. That is why it 
has been endorsed already by about 15 
Members of the Senate. 

That is why it has been endorsed al
ready by about 15 Members of the 
Senate and by dozens of witnesses. 

That was one of the issues that was 
raised; there had not been any hear
ings. Mr. President, there has been 3¥2 
years of hearings by four committees. 
More than 200 witnesses have testi
fied, and about 90 percent of them 
have said that what we ought to have 
is a reinstatement of the G I bill. 

I am distressed, however, as the 
debate on this issue closes that some
body has in mind the motion of 
making a point of order against this 
bill under either section 303 or 311 of 
the Budget Act. I appeal to my col
leagues not to do that. If such a point 
of order is made, I will move to waive 
the Budget Act, and I do not think it 
is going to change the outcome wheth
er we have a vote on the Budget Act or 
the GI bill. I think the point of order, 
which potentially might be sustained, 
is really frivolous because it relates to 
this question: whether or not we have 
a budget resolution in force for 1987. 

Of course we do not have a budget 
resolution in place for 1987, and that 
is the very reason why we are propos
ing it this way-to plan well in ad-

vance of the problem instead of wait
ing until a crisis appears. 

A possible point of order could be 
raised by somebody who says an ex
penditure could occur in the current 
fiscal year if the President triggers it 
under the provisions of this act. How
ever, I personally think that is a frivo
lous point of order which probably 
would not be sustained because this is 
only an authorization and would not 
necessarily result in an outlay unless it 
were backed by further action in the 
Congress. 

But in any case, all of those are 
technical details, not really worthy as 
the manner of deciding this issue. We 
know what the question is, so I hope 
that we will not see a point of order on 
this measure. If we do, I shall move to 
waive the Budget Act. But I say let us 
vote on the merits of this question. We 
all understand it. It has been under 
study for a number of years. It has 
been endorsed by practically every
body who has looked at it. I think we 
ought to have an up-and-down vote on 
this question. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from Wyoming is recog
nized. 

Mr. SIMPSON. How much time, Mr. 
President, is remaining? 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, let me 
just summarize very swiftly in that 2 
minutes. 

This particular GI bill has never 
been introduced or considered in this 
Congress in its present form. It is very 
different from every other recent pro
posal, including the proposals of Sena
tor CoHEN. And his consistency has 
been admirable over the years. 

Under this proposal we would have 
an effective date 4 years hence. We 
have never had that before. We would 
repeal VEAP. We have never had that 
before. We would have a combination 
of a grant program and a contributory 
program for career members. We have 
never had that before. 

There are a lot of things about this 
measure that we have never had. I 
think it will prove to be a disincentive 
instead of an incentive because, in 
effect, what will happen with an effec
tive date of 1987 is a resulting chill on 
recruitment efforts. Why do this now? 
Why not wait until this thing comes to 
pass in 1987? 

But finally, Senators should deter
mine what will happen when the DOD 
gets this if it passes. The DOD has 
never handled a GI bill. They have 
never administered a GI bill. What 
will occur? I have a hunch. It will 
become an obligation and be placed in 
the budget of the Veterans' Adminis
tration. It will increase competition 
for the GI bill dollar. The generosity 
of this measure could be absolutely 
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deleterious and destructive to the 
present GI bill support systems, and 
that would be a result none of us could 
ascribe to. 

I urge the amendment be rejected 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 

have the yeas and nays been ordered? 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not. 

Is there a sufficient second? There is 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, has all 

time expired? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time has expired. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico is recog
nized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, Senator BAKER, and 
Senator CHILES, I make the point of 
order that the amendment is in viola
tion of section 303 and 311 of the 
Budget Act. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. For the reasons 
I have previously stated and pursuant 
to section 904 of the Budget Act, I 
move to waive the relevant provisions 
of the Budget Act and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 

to table the motion. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER) and the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. MURKOWSKI) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 52, 
nays 46, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Baker 
Bentaen 
Bingaman 
Bumpers 
Chafee 
Chiles 

[Rollcall Vote No. 187 LEG.] 

YEAS-52 
Cochran 
Danforth 
Denton 
Domenicl 
Durenberger 
Eagleton 
East 

Ex on 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hatfield 
Hecht 
Heinz 
Helms 

Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Lauten berg 
Laxalt 
Long 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Metzenbaum 

Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bid en 
Boren 
Boschwltz 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
DeConclnJ 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 

Goldwater 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 

NAYS-46 
Ford 
Gam 
Glenn 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkins 
Heflin 
Holllngs 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 

Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Welcker 
Wilson 
Zorlnsky 

Matsunaga 
Melcher 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Specter 
Trible 
Tsongas 

NOT VOTING-2 
Murkowski 

So the motion to lay on the table 
Mr. ARMsTRONG's motion was agreed 
to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion tO lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER, Mr. BYRD, and Mr. 
DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the 
question recurs on the point of order, 
does it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could I 
inquire of the Senator from Colorado, 
as the yeas and nays have been or
dered on the point of order, is a roll
call vote necessary at this time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. There are no yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. BAKER. I withdraw the state
ment, and I yield to the Democratic 
leader. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, a 
point of order. The Senate is not in 
order, and we cannot hear the able 
majority leader who has a right to be 
heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

I sought recognition in order to ask 
the able majority leader what the pro
gram is for the remainder of the 
evening and what time the Senate will 
be coming in tomorrow. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. I misstated the 
situation a moment ago. The point of 
order that was made by the distin
guished chairman of the Budget Com-

mittee has not been ruled on by the 
Chair; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. I assume that after 
this colloquy the Chair will rule and If 
that is dispositive of the issue, then I 
believe on the basis of the information 
given me by the managers they wish 
to take up two additional amendments 
this evening, I believe a Nunn amend
ment and a Gorton motion to recom
mit, both of which will require rollcall 
votes. 

I would expect then that the Senate 
will be in at least until 11 p.m. tonight. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.ll. TOMORROW 

Mr. President, while I have the 
floor, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate completes its busi
ness today it stand in recess until the 
hour of 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order raised by the Senator 
from New Mexico is well taken. The 
amendment falls. 

The bill is open to further amend
ment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, what is 
the situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished majority leader has said 
that there will be two more rollcall 
votes. There could be more than two 
because there could be amendments 
offered to the amendments to be of
fered by the Senator from Georgia 
and the motion to be offered by the 
Senator from Washington. So there 
will be a possibility of more than two 
rollcall votes. 

I would hope that we could dispose 
of these by 11 p.m. but although hope 
springs eternal in the human soul I 
am not terribly optimistic that it will 
be at all before that time and will per
haps be a little later. 

I would hope that the Chair would 
recognize the Senator from Georgia to 
offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia is recognized. 

AIIENDIIDT NO. 1474 

<Purpose: To deny the use of funds for 
ProJect 82-D-109> 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk and I ask the 
clerk to report the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia <Mr. Nmm>, 

for himself, Mr. JoHNSTON, and Mr. RAK
DOLPH, proposes an amendment numbered 
1474. 
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEc. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this Act or any other Act, all funds 
authorized to be appropriated for Project 
82-D-109 of the Department of Energy are 
hereby repealed. No other funds authorized 
or appropriated by this or any other Act 
may be used for this project. There is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated $50 
million for procurement, research and devel
opment of improved conventional munitions 
and submunitions. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is designed to deny the 
use of funds for the production facili
ties for the 155-millimeter nuclear ar-

. tillery round. Yesterday, the Senate 
voted to remove a fence the confer
ence report on the energy and water 
appropriations bill placed on these 
funds. 

I supported the amendment of Sena
tor ToWER and Senator JACKSON be
cause I did not believe the provision in 
the appropriations measure making 
production contingent on a decision by 
a foreign government was wise. 

I agreed we should not make key na
tional security decisions and certainly 
not write them in legislation-

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

Mr. BYRD. May we have order .. Mr. 
President? 

Mr. STENNIS. I request the Chair 
give us order here. This is an impor
tant matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Those in the 
rear of the Chamber please cease con
versations. The Senate is not in order. 
The group immediately to my right 
should cease conversations. 

The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair and I 

thank my colleagues. 
Mr. President, I was saying I sup

ported the amendment of the Senator 
from Texas, as did the Senator from 
Washington, because I do not believe 
we should write into law that a key na
tional security decision in this country 
was contingent on the action of a for
eign government. 

However, I do believe the production 
facilities for this 155-millimeter nucle
ar artillery round should receive a 
very close examination by the Senate 
this evening, and my amendment will 
allow us to do that because my amend
ment would terminate these funds. 

Spending multibillions for a very 
short-range nuclear artillery shell will 
not buy a commensurate amount of in
cresed military capability or deter
rence. These scarce funds could be 
better spent on technologies now 
available to replace nuclear systems 
such as the 155 artillery shell with 

new. improved conventional muni
tions. These munitions now have an 
improved accuracy which give them 
destructive power equal to small yield 
battlefield nuclear weapons. 

We must invest funds in creating a 
larger firebreak between conventional 
and nuclear warfare and in decreasing 
what I think has increasingly in recent 
years, with the change in the overall 
nuclear equations, been a great overre
liance on the erly use of nuclear weap
ons as a key to NATO deterrence. 

This amendment denies use of funds 
for the production of facilities to 
produce this nuclear artillery round 
and authorized $50 million for im
proved conventional munitions. This is 
the same amount of money. This 
amendment neither adds nor subtracts 
money from this bill-$50 million for 
improved conventional munitions. 

Senator JoHNSTON has joined me in 
this amendment. He has been active in 
this regard for some time. He and I 
were not on the same side of this yes
terday because of a different interpre
tation of the intent of the fencing 
amendment, but we joined forces to
night in what, I think, is a very impor
tant vote that the Senate will be faced 
with that will help determine the 
future direction of NATO in both the 
nuclear area and in the conventional 
area. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize 
at the beginning that this issue we 
deal with tonight is not simply a 
debate about the requirement for a 
particular nuclear warhead, but rather 
the direction the NATO alliance will 
take in the decades ahead and how we 
can best begin to correct existing prob
lems in our overall deterrence. 

It has been apparent for years that 
the nuclear crutch upon which the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
has leaned so heavily for over three 
decades is in question. Since the Soviet 
Union achieved intercontinental nucle
ar parity with the United States and 
gained theater advantages particularly 
with what we call intermediate range 
nuclear systems represented by the 
SS-20; when they did that, when they 
achieved that advantage, and when 
they achieved conventional parity 
with us in strategic nuclear systems, 
then the credibility of NATO's posture 
which continues today of nuclear re
sponses to conventional attack, is cer
tainly changed, and I would submit 
has dwindled dramatically. If Europe 
is to be successfully defended, it must 
be defended without an early resort to 
nuclear fire in response to a nonnucle
ar attack and I emphasize the word 
"early." This is particularly true with 
respect to short-range battlefield nu
clear systems, many of which are more 
destructive to the territory we are 
sworn to defend than to the enemy we 
are sworn to defeat. 

There are many within NATO, and I 
am sad to say regrettably, in Europe 

and a good many in this country-who 
believe that Europe is conventionally 
indefensible, given the Soviet Union's 
geographical proximity, the sheer size 
of Warsaw Pact ground and tactical 
air forces, and NATO's purely defen
sive doctrine, which cedes to the 
Soviet Union inestimable operational 
advantages associated with the initi
ation of hostilities. 

I do not share this view. There is a 
wide agreement in the alliance that it 
would be desirable to reduce reliance 
on nuclear weapons and to strengthen 
NATO's conventional forces as a 
means of deterring nonnuclear Soviet 
aggresion in Europe. 

NATO is thus faced with a very seri
ous dilemma: There is a growing con
sensus that less reliance should be 
placed on use of nuclear weapons in 
response to a conventional Warsaw 
Pack attack, but-again particularly in 
Europe-there is a widespread feeling 
that a viable nonnuclear defense is not 
attainable. 

I believe this is an incorrect view. I 
believe the ingredients are present to 
achieve both a decreased reliance on 
nuclear systems and improving con
ventional capability simultaneously. I 
would alert my colleagues to the fact 
that the alliance, led by our own coun
try, now has at hand new technologies 
which, if procured in adequate quanti
ty and intelligently employed, could 
greatly enhance NATO's defense 
against a Soviet invasion of Europe by 
exploiting weaknesses in the Soviet 
military's operational doctrine. These 
conventional technologies can and 
should begin to replace the battlefield 
nuclear systems NATO must now rely 
on for these purposes. 

Mr. President, we now have at hand 
new conventional technologies capable 
of destroying the momentum of a 
Soviet invasion by means of isolating 
the first echelon of attacking forces 
from reinforcing follow-on echelons. 
These technologies, which are collec
tively known as deep strike technol
ogies, capitalize on three major ad
vances. The first is the substantially 
improved lethality of improved con
ventional munitions-and that is the 
subject of this amendment tonight
these munitions can be delivered from 
existing weapons platforms, and when 
I use the words "weapons platforms" I 
am talking about existing artillery 
tubes, existing airplanes, existing 
tanks, and other such delivery sys
tems. 

The second is the burgeoning capa
bility, the growing capability, of 
microelectronics to enhance the rapid 
collection, processing, distribution, 
and ability to act upon information 
about the size, character, location, and 
movement of enemy units. Another 
way of saying that is our tactical intel
ligence capabilities are improving in 
quantum jumps each year. The third 
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is improved ability to move and target 
quickly large quantities of improved 
conventional firepower against enemy 
force concentrations. All of these to
gether give us the potential today of 
moving toward a deep strike threat 
with conventional weapons. 

I would also point out that Secretary 
of Defense Weinberger has made ac
quisition of deep strike technologies a 
centerpiece of the U.S. program in 
NATO, and that Gen. Bernard Rogers, 
Supreme Allied Commander Europe, 
has stated that the ability to locate, 
target, delay, disrupt and destroy 
Warsaw Pact follow-on echelons 
before they reach the battle area 
"may well be the determinant as to 
whether we will have to use nuclear 
weapons." President Reagan himself 
has strongly endorsed "boldly proceed
ing with these new technologies, 
which can significantly reduce any in
centive that the Soviet Union may 
have to threaten against the United 
States and her allies." 

Unfortunately, neither the Pentagon 
nor the Congress has to date been, in 
the President's words, "proceeding 
boldly" with the development and ac
quisition of deep strike technologies
despite the expressed desires of the 
President, Secretary of Defense, the 
military leaders, and NATO's supreme 
commander. The three principal new 
deep strike programs in this year's 
budget-programs collectively known 
as the joint interdiction system-or 
JIS-are mired in a bog of bureaucrat
ic squabbling, service parochialism and 
opposition from many who see these 
technologies as a threat to existing 
programs and existing platforms. 

The first program is the joint tacti
cal fusion program, designed to pro
vide real time information about dis
tant enemy forces through a combina
tion of national surveillance means 
and sensors assigned to local com
manders. 

The second program is the joint sur
veillance and target attack radar-or 
JSTARS-which will permit defending 
forces to target both stationary and 
moving enemy forces once they are lo
cated. 

The third critical deep strike pro
gram in this year's budget is the joint 
tactical missile system-or JT ACMS
which is armed with smart munitions 
and assigned the job of actually de
stroying enemy forces once they are 
detected and targeted. 

All three of these programs were re
duced by the Armed Services Commit
tee in varying degrees. 

In addition to the three programs of 
the joint interdiction system that I 
have been discussing, there is a host of 
other smaller programs critical to full 
realization of the deep-strike concept. 

Here are some of the programs that 
I will share with my colleagues that 
support this deep-strike concept, and I 
emphasize again that it has been 

strongly endorsed by Secretary Wein
berger. He made a special presentation 
in NATO and labeled this one of our 
top priorities. Here are some of the 
items that have been cut from this 
group of programs. 

First, the joint tactical fusion pro
gram, in this bill the President's sub
mission has been cut by $49 million; 
second, the joint target attack radar 
system has been cut by $40 million; 
third, the joint tactical missile has 
been cut by $20 million; fourth, the 
Copperhead has been cut by $75 mil
lion; fifth, the standoff attack weapon 
has been cut by $8 million; sixth, the 
wide area antiarmor weapon has been 
cut by $31 million; seventh, the re
motely piloted vehicle has been cut by 
$20 million; eighth, the laser-guided 
bomb kit has been cut by $100 million; 
ninth, the laser Hellfire system has 
been cut by $10 million; and, tenth, 
the gator scatterable mine system for 
antiarmor role has been cut by $60 
million. 

The total cut in this bill of various 
systems that have been one of our top 
priorities in NATO is $413 million. 

There are a number of other systems 
which are available in the near term 
both in the United States and in 
NATO countries which are available 
for the deep-strike concept. 

I see the Senator from Delaware is 
in the Chamber. I might just interject 
that he has been one of the real lead
ers in promoting interoperability 
standardization in NATO, trying to 
eliminate duplication and waste, 
trying to present to the countries in 
Europe and this country the opportu
nity for saving enormous amounts of 
money if we begin to cooperate togeth
er. 

I might say to my friend from Dela
ware that I support his efforts in that 
respect and I join him in many of his 
initiatives. I think that is enormously 
important. There is no better example 
of the type of programs we should be 
working together on now than the 
ones I am referring to. The NATO 
countries have several initiatives 
themselves in these areas, but we have 
not followed through in what the Sec
retary of Defense has labeled as one of 
his top priorities. 

I must say that I am rather disap
pointed that, as these programs were 
cut out of the defense budget, we did 
not hear much protest from the ad
ministration at all. But any time 
anyone starts in any way touching a 
nuclear program, then all the Penta
gon turns out in severe protest. It is 
time for us to realize that we are going 
to have to spend as much effort on 
conventional programs, if not more so, 
than on nuclear programs, and that is 
what this amendment is all about. 

None of the programs that I will 
name that are very important pro
grams are in the budget, including the 
laser beam riding missile-that is one 

program that is not in the budget at 
all; that was not cut by the commit
tee-families of scatterable mines, JP-
233 airfield attack munition, short
range antiarmor weapons, and smart 
antiarmor artillery munitions. 

You do not hear about these pro
grams because they are not sexy. We 
do not hear about them because they 
are not grouped together. We do not 
hear about them because the contracts 
have not been let and they do not 
have lobbyists because people do not 
have a vested interest in them. 

We hear about all the other pro
grams and yet this group of programs, 
in my view, are the most important 
initiatives we can take in terms of 
giving our own forces the capability of 
not having to immediately resort to 
using nuclear weapons in the event of 
a conventional attack. These are enor
mously important programs. 

Mr. President, it is clear from the 
large cuts in various programs needed 
for the deep-strike concept and from 
the large numbers of near term pro
grams available here and in NATO 
that shifting of funds from the short
range nuclear artillery shell program 
to these improved conventional muni
tions is warranted. 

This amendment authorizes $50 mil
lion which could be used by the De
partment of Defense for any of these 
munition and submunitions where 
funding has been reduced or not budg
eted as yet. 

I have not tried to pick out particu
lar programs. These are technical pro
grams. We have not had any kind of 
testimony on some of the programs, 
but I do know when you have cut 
almost a half a billion dollars out of 
the programs and you are adding back 
$50 million that this money can indeed 
be wisely used and it can also move us 
away from what I call a hair trigger in 
terms of a tactical nuclear posture of 
NATO that has been going on too 
many years. 

Some experts in this area-and this 
is a very loose estimate, I must empha
size that-have estimated that the cost 
of the entire spectrum of intelligence 
systems, missiles, munitions, and sub
munitions for our country, if we go 
into this kind of effort, may be around 
$10 billion over the next decade. That 
would, of course, not count the cost in 
NATO countries and this would have 
to be a joint effort. The lifecycle cost 
of the !55-millimeter nuclear artillery 
round program, which is one of the 
most expensive programs in the nucle
ar area, is a large percentage of the 
$10 billion. We cannot discuss specific 
figures on the floor and I will not do 
so. Some of this is classified, but it is a 
very large hunk of the amount of 
money that would be needed to really 
convert NATO's defense into a viable 
conventional posture. 
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One may well ask, Mr. President, 

why the Armed Services Committee 
has cut a group of programs whose re
alization could prove the difference in 
providing a viable conventional de
fense in Europe. The answer to this 
question lies in the committee's disen
chantment-and I must say that some 
of this disenchantment was certainly 
well founded-in the Pentagon's own 
inability to get its act together on the 
deep strike concept. 

First, there appeared within the 
Pentagon little appreciation of deep 
strike's significance within the broader 
context of NATO's current military 
and political environment. 

Second, there is within the Pentagon 
no central and authoritative coordina
tion of the deep-strike overall concept 
and its associated technologies. Con
gress is confronted with a host of indi
vidual and seemingly unrelated line 
items. Nobody has come up and pre
sented these in one hearing. We have 
not focused on it in that concept. We 
have them scattered all through the 
budget. There is no office in charge of 
them, and that is one of the real big 
problems. 

Third, the momentum to, in the 
President's words, "proceed boldly" 
with deep strike has been deflated by 
bureaucratic squabbling between the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense and 
the services, and among the services 
themselves. 

This is the unfortunate part about 
joint programs. In the case of joint 
programs in the past, in the case un
fortunately here, the services partici
pating in the joint interdiction system 
programs are finding it difficult to 
agree on common requirements and 
design specifications. Once again, the 
parochialism of services appears to be 
trampling on the cause of larger mili
tary and overall effectiveness. 

Finally, I think we should be candid. 
Deep strike programs in this year's 
budget simply are not regarded by the 
individual services as a top priority 
even though they are regarded by the 
Department of Defense at least in 
their original budget as priority. In 
constrained budgetary environments 
the services traditionally have placed a 
higher emphasis on procurement of 
ships, tanks, aircraft, and other weap
ons platforms rather than on muni
tions themselves. The reasoning is 
that since weapons platforms take 
longer to produce than munitions they 
should receive priority in peacetime. 

I have heard that whispered around 
for the last 5 years. 

I happen to believe this is outmoded 
think.ing in the modem world. 

Future conflicts are likely to be 
come-as-you-are affairs. You are going 
to go to battle with what you are 
dressed with on the occasion. In that 
kind of environment, decisive phases 
of combat could well be over before 

the United States mobilizes and pre
pares for a significant military battle. 

To continue to produce and deploy 
multimillion and even multibillion 
dollar weapons platforms as we are 
doing, and then to arm them with only 
a few days or a few sorties' worth of 
outdated firepower is a recipe for early 
defeat in a future war. 

What is the point of investing hun
dreds of millions of dollars in sophisti
cated aircraft or missiles slated for sor
ties against the Warsaw Pact second 
and third echelons if the Pentagon 
cannot or will not proceed to arm that 
aircraft or missile with munition tech
nologies capable of effectively disrupt
ing or destroying those echelons? 

These munitions can be one of the 
greatest multipliers of our existing 
military capabilities that we could pos
sibly find. 

Mr. President, Congress cannot, 
using President Reagan's term, boldly 
proceed with the development and ac
quisition of new and potentially deci
sive deep-strike technologies without 
strong leadership on the part of the 
executive branch, and especially the 
Pentagon. I believe that if we adopt 
this amendment tonight, this will send 
a strong signal first of all that the day 
of developing new, short-range, battle
field nuclear systems is drawing to a 
close. I am not saying the day of 
having those systems is at a close. I 
am saying the day of developing new 
systems like this one certainly should 
be drawing to a close. 

Second, nuclear deterrent in Europe 
must begin to move to the systems 
that have sufficient range to destroy 
enemy territories as opposed to NATO 
territories. The range of this particu
lar system is classified. Suffice it to 
say that it is extremely short-range. It 
is extremely unlikely that the result 
of any use of this system would land 
on soil other than the NATO soil we 
have sworn to defend. 

Third, I think if we adopt this 
amendment tonight, Congress will 
send a message that we will back im
proved munitions and submunitions to 
enhance conventional deterrence in 
NATO as well as other parts of the 
world if the Pentagon will simply get 
its own act together. 

I yield to my colleague from Louisi
ana. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, Sec
retary of Defense Harold Brown some
time ago recommended to Congress, 
and Congress went along with, termi
nating this program of the !55-milli
meter enhanced recovery artillery 
shell. We were right then and we 
would be right tonight to aaopt this 
amendment. Let me tell you why. 

Point No. 1, so eloquently made by 
my colleague: There is a better 
answer. There is a better answer 
against massed Russian tanks. The 
studies today show that terminally 
guided submunitions laser delivered 

are equally as lethal as are enhanced 
recovery artillery shells. 

Remember, Mr. President, we are 
talking about, in effect, a cannon, a 
cannon which shoots a 6-inch shell. 
That is what this !55-millimeter shell 
is. A howitzer to be sure, but a cannon 
nevertheless. The range is classified, 
but I do not think I would be breaking 
any classification to say that it is 
within commuting distance from 
Washington. 

There happens to be no NATO coun
try which will accept deployment of 
the !55-millimeter shell. So picture 
this, if you will: In order to deploy this 
weapon, we have to put the shell over 
in Europe and we have to put the 
other part, which is a laser bottle 
which can be screwed in-this is what 
we are doing today; that is the plan 
for the Lance missile right now-back 
here in the United States somewhere 
we have the little bottle you screw in. 
Keep in mind that this is a cannon 
that shoots commuting distance to 
Washington. So while the Russian 
tanks are coming through the Fulton 
Gap or on the northern plain, we call 
up Washington and say, "You better 
send a plane with a trillion bottles so 
we can make these artillery shells 
live." 

By the time they got within range of 
those guns, the Russian tanks would 
have overwhelmed the guns. 

You say, "Well, Mr. President, we 
are talking about a quick blitzkrieg 
strike if the Russians should strike." 
That is what all the doctrines say. 
They say if the Russians strike, they 
strike quickly. They are not going to 
have a trenched battle across the 
DMZ. They are going to strike quickly 
and overrun these cannons shooting 6-
inch shells before they ever get a 
chance to shoot them. 

So that is problem No.1. You cannot 
deploy them in Europe. Not one 
NATO country will accept them. That, 
by the way, is what our fencing 
amendment said that this Senate 
passed 2 weeks ago. It said, "Commit 
the $50 million but you cannot spend 
it until you can find a European coun
try that is going to accept the shell." 

I can tell you that they are not 
going to accept the shell, first, because 
it is a so-called enhanced recovery or 
neutron bomb and they do not like a 
neutron bomb. You know the history 
of that. But beyond that, they are not 
going to make that political sacrifice 
for a 6-inch cannon shell. They are 
just not going to do it, and especially 
one that is only going to be fired on 
their own territory. 

If they are going to make that politi
cal sacrifice, it is going to be for the 
Pershing II or for the ground
launched cruise missile, something 
that means something. This turkey 
does not mean anything. That is why 
Harold Brown canceled it in 1979. 
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Problem No. 2: How would you like 

to be a forward observer telling the 
!55-millimeter crew where to shoot 
the shell? Do you know what forward 
observers are? Our colleague, Senator 
GLENN, was in Korea and I guess was 
probably guided in fighter planes by 
forward observers. Forward observers 
get up there close so they can look 
through the binoculars and say, 
"There is a mass of tanks.'' Remem
ber, these tanks do not stay in one 
place. They are moving. Would you 
want to be . a forward observer when 
they shoot a neutron bomb at a mass 
of tanks? 

Mr. NUNN. I would suggest that the 
only place to be would be on the east
em side of the border because they 
will not reach that far. Forward ob
servers would be heading for the east
em border as fast as possible. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I believe that is 
correct. 

We are also told that these 6-inch 
shells are very good because there are 
a lot of 155 millimeter cannons that 
can shoot the shell. That is right. 
That also happens to be one of the 
biggest problems of command control. 

Does it make you feel comfortable to 
know that there are-1 do not know 
how many-certainly tens and maybe 
hundreds-! do not know the figure 
but they want to put them down to 
the battery level and have them all 
over Europe-does it make you feel 
comfortable to know that a nuclear 
war can be started down on the bat
tery level? Do they still call them bat
teries? Yes, they still call them batter
ies. 

If we are going to have a nuclear war 
started, it ought to be with the Com
mander in Chief having the close con
trol and not having these things pro
liferated throughout Europe, if you 
could proliferate them throughout 
Europe. 

Finally, Mr. President, just remem
ber this is a very expensive system. 

It is probably next to the MX in 
terms of expense, in total cost. There 
may be a more expensive system, but I 
do not believe so. I believe this would 
be the most expensive, a multibillion 
dollar life cycle cost. 

Mr. President, while we have such 
fierce competition for all of that de
fense dollar, all of the terminally 
guided submunitions-

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator suggests 
that the cost of this program is higher 
than the cost of the MX. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I say it is next 
most expensive to the MX. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, for point 
of clarification, it should be warhead. 

Mr. TOWER. Because it is classified 
information, we cannot discuss it here, 
but I think it is a misinterpretation. 

Mr. NUNN. Let us say in terms of 
warhead-the warhead-to-warhead 
comparsion, not system-to-system 
comparison. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Finally, Mr. Presi
dent, Congress was right in 1969 when 
we canceled the program. Now is not 
the time to be dusting off old, obsolete 
programs, very expensive, which com
pete with up-to-date, needed pro
grams, and to cannibalize these needed 
programs to fund a program which, 
today, cannot even be implemented be
cause no European country will take 
it. 

Mr. President, we ought to pass this 
amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. TOWER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I hope 

that we will not adopt the amendment 
of the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
NUNN). I find much to agree with in 
what he said. And after we scrubbed 
what we had already done in funding 
those weapons, we did go back in the 
committee, in the closing hours of the 
committee session, and add some more 
money back in. The House has more 
money than we have, so there is a 
good prospect that there will be close 
to adequate funding for those systems. 
But to zero a system entirely to fund 
these systems, in my view, is certainly 
not prudent. It is not consistent with 
the best judgment of our professional 
military people on the scene. 

I think we must act very carefully in 
the Senate when we second-guess pro
fessional military men who actually 
have the responsibility for fighting. I 
know civilians should make policy; we 
all agree with that. Civilians should 
determine when policy is to be imple
mented by military means. But once 
that decision is made, I think great 
weight should be placed on the judg
ment of professional military men 
about the weapon to be used-consist
ent, of course, with public policy. I 
think we have a good class of profes
sional military people in this country. 
We sometimes treat them with con
tempt. My guess is they stand higher 
in the public's estimation than politi
cians do, even Members of the Con
gress of the United States, and even 
the Members of the world's greatest 
deliberative body, the Senate. 

Mr. NUNN. If I agree with the last 
statement, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. TOWER. Let me finish, Mr. 
President, then I shall yield. 

What we have done is make a major 
tactical decision. We have not held 
hearings on this in the Armed Services 
Committee. I wish that the distin
guished Senator from Georgia had 
brought this up then·. He did bring up 
the matter of adequately funding the 
new conventional munitions and sub
munitions in the subcommittee. He did 

do that and discussed it at great 
length. But he did not bring up a pro
posal to absolutely zero the 155. I wish 
he had done so then so we could have 
discussed the matter. 

Maybe we would have arrived at the 
result that the Senator from Georgia 
seeks to achieve here tonight with his 
amendment. Maybe we would not 
have. But this is a major tactical deci
sion that I do not think we ought to 
make in haste on the Senate floor. 
There is plenty of opportunity subse
quently, let us say on the appropria
tions bill, to deal with the issue. We 
should not deal with it initially here. 

I hope that the amendment of the 
Senator from Georgia will not be 
agreed to. In my view, it is not in our 
best interest to do so. I think there is a 
clearly established need for modern
ization of our tactical nuclear force 
when you consider the rate of modern
ization of the Soviet arsenal of tactical 
nuclear weapons, including the more 
recent developments, the SS21's 22's, 
and 23's. So I hope the amendment of 
the Senator from Georgia will be re
jected. 

He wanted to pose a question to me. 
I shall be delighted to take that ques
tion now, though perhaps I shall not 
be able to give him a satisfactory 
answer. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I was 
going to say to the Senator from 
Texas that in all the cuts that were 
made in the committee endorsed by 
military men, how do you distinguish 
those cuts made by the fighting men, 
a lot of them on the line, and this par
ticular cut? We cut $413 million that 
thesesame-

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I do not 
think any of the cuts were endorsed 
by the military men. In my view, we 
are underfunding our defense require
ments. That is why we are in this kind 
of debate now, in part, because de
fense is being underfunded this year. 
We are going back to the practice of 
the seventies in underfunding defense. 

Mr. NUNN. The point I am making 
is that the amount of money that I am 
restoring and the programs that are 
being restored, that are requested, 
were requested by those same fighting 
men that requested the 155 millime
ter. 

Mr. TOWER. I think there is no 
question, but I do not think they 
should be totally balanced, if you have 
to make cuts, by cutting out some
thing they think is of enormous effect 
and necessity. What we have done 
here in many instances in trying to 
pick and choose between validated 
military requirements for cancellation 
purposes is reduce funding so we do 
not prejudice these systems that are 
validated military requirements. We 
have stretched out programs, reduced 
the buy. 
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I do not defend any of the cuts we 

have made on military grounds. I do 
not think they are defensible except 
that we were forced to operate within 
budgetary restraints imposed on us by 
a Congress bent on shaping the mili
tary budget to what they conceive to 
be budgetary requirements and not na
tional security requirements. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I agree 
with much of what my colleague has 
said. I can only add that we are in a 
period of having to select priorities. I 
believe if we continue to stretch every
thing out and cut a little bit here and 
there from all the programs, we are 
not really doing our job in asserting 
priorities. I think we are going to have 
to zero out programs if we are going to 
avoid massive cost overruns and huge 
impacts in the out years. 

Mr. TOWER. We did, but this was 
not brought up as a candidate for can
cellation. There was not proper oppor
tunity to consider this matter in com
mittee. Every other thing canceled in 
the committee was considered by the 
committee, discussed, and canceled. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator on that, the reason 
being that this is not an appropriation 
item and was not authorized in 1983, I 
believe. If it had been brought up in 
the committee, I would have presented 
this amendment in committee. 

I might also say, and I know my 
friend from Texas will agree, that the 
Senator from Texas did not bring up 
his amendment which passed last 
night on this same subject in the com
mittee, either. 
. Mr. TOWER. The only reason I 

failed to do that is that we had not 
met in conference before that time. I 
am at a loss to respond to that. 

Mr. NUNN. I understand, because I 
had the same reason. The Senator 
from Georgia will forgive the Senator 
from Texas if the Senator from Texas 
will reciprocate. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I forgive 
both the Senators for whatever trans
gression they may have committed. I 
just hope we will not commit another 
transgression like that which the Sen
ator from Texas is now suggesting. 

First, the Senator suggests that this 
system is sensible. Even if it were not 
juxtaposed against other conventional 
systems in Europe, even if money were 
not an issue, I would argue that this is 
not a sensible system in the first in
stance. 

Second, I think the facts that have 
been brought out by both the Senator 
from Louisiana and the Senator from 
Georgia bear repeating, but in the in
terest of time I will not repeat them. 
They are particularly cogent for this 
debate. Even if it were a sensible 
system, there is no sensible way of de
ploying the system. Even if it were a 
sensible system the alternative is 
much more important. 

In response to the question of 
whether or not we are second-guessing 
the military men who have to be there 
and make the decision, well, that 
never concerned the Senator from 
Texas or others when the military 
men in 1979, the Joint Chiefs, were 
saying we needed a SALT agreement. 
They were the ones that had to make 
the decision, and obviously the Sena
tor found good reason to second-guess 
these, as did many others I might add 
in good faith. We use this notion of 
military men on the line and how can 
we second-guess them, we public offi
cials, to our own liking. I do it on occa
sion. The Senator from Texas does it 
on occasion. We all use it. We all know 
it is an irrelevant statement to be 
made on the question of whether this 
system has merit or lacks merit. 

I would ask the rhetorical question, 
do the professional officials in Europe 
believe we need an increase in short
range nuclear systems at all or do they 
support a decrease? 

I would also ask, have not the mili
tary men in Europe supported reduc
tion in tactical nuclear systems as we 
did in 1980 and as we are planning to 
do right now? 

By the way, the Senator from Lou
isiana said "within commuting dis
tance." I would like to amend that 
slightly. I commute from Delaware. 
The 155 mm range is not nearly that 
far. I am one of those Senators who 
commutes 240 miles. I do not want the 
press to think that it could potentially 
have that kind of range, although it 
could have any range, I guess, since all 
of it is classified . 

But the fact of the matter is that we 
are in this crazy situation of every
body quietly saying we have to reduce 
the number of tactical nuclear weap
ons in Europe. Everybody acknowl
edges that-everybody in NATO ac
knowledges it, everybody in our mili
tary. The only fight is how we decide 
to go about that. And now we have 
what I acknowledge is a more sophisti
cated nuclear weapon than a nuclear 
landmine, but not so much more so
phisticated in terms of how it would 
be used in the new scenario of encoun
ters with the Soviets in Europe that is 
used to justify it. Here we are at a 
time when within the next 6 months, I 
predict, even this President is going to 
endorse the reduction at least of some 
of our existing tactical nuclear weap
ons-! would be dumbfounded if he 
did not-and we are going forward 
with a new and costly system. 

I cannot speak for General Rogers. I 
cannot speak for any of the generals 
or military men, but I will lay the Sen
ator from Texas 8 to 5 that one of the 
reasons why they support it goes 
beyond the internal warfare that goes 
on among the branches of the services, 
as goes on within all branches of gov
ernment-in the criminal field it goes 
on between the FBI and the DEA, and 

in the military it goes on between the 
Army and the Navy and Marines. It is 
the nature of human beings. But 
beyond that I will bet that when you 
get them in a comer, one of the rea
sons why some of the military men 
who support this particular system are 
doing so-and potentially maybe even 
our commander, and I do not know 
this; I have not spoken to him-is be
cause of the serious doubt on the part 
of the military that this Congress is 
willing to make a commitment to mod
ernizing the conventional force capa
bility of the U.S. military in Europe. 
So they think that NATO is obviously 
not doing it. The Germans are backing 
off. The British are backing off. The 
rest of NATO is backing off the 
amount of modernization that is nec
essary. All those jockeys, myself in
cluded, in the U.S. Senate are talking 
about new exotic systems. No one is 
willing to come up front with a big 
number for conventional systems in 
Europe. I know the Senator from 
Texas supports that. But they look 
and wonder whether or not that is 
going to happen in this body. 

I think it is against that backdrop 
that you get some of the opinions 
about the utility and the need for this 
system, because I will bet that their 
concern is this versus really nothing 
much in. terms of artillery capability 
at all. 

Given that option, they are going to 
yield to their instinct, and that is 
"Give me something." 

What we should be doing is adding 
to the conventional strength of our 
military with useful conventional ca
pabilities and enhancing, as both the 
Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from Georgia are committed to, the 
deep strike concept capability. We are 
talking about a weapon that, in fact, is 
going to cost a lot of money. It is going 
to cost more than my salary and less 
than the MX. Why are we doing this? 
Well, I guess if you adopt the view of 
the Senator from Texas that we 
should be able to do everything every 
place militarily, then, sure, add this 
one, too-have it on the shelf; it may 
be a bargaining chip some day. We are 
big on bargaining chips. But this has 
limited military utility notwithstand
ing the assertions of our military. 

To expand on what the Senator 
from Georgia said-1 do not want to 
get him in trouble by suggesting that 
he agrees with the remarks that I am 
about to make or that I have made, 
and I am not on the Armed Services 
Committee; I am on the Intelligence 
Committee and the Foreign Relations 
Committee-! do not recall a branch 
of the service coming in on a multimil
lion dollar or billion dollar system that 
they have a chance of acquiring and 
saying, "By the way, even though we 
asked for it before, we changed our 
mind; cut it." 
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That happens on occasion, I guess, 

but it is not the nature of the beast. 
We are expecting too much if we 
expect that. If there is any utility, if it 
enhances our capability even margin
ally, you are going to find a military 
man who says, "Yes, sir, it would be 
better to have it than not have it." 
But we do not have the luxury of talk
ing about spending a great deal of 
money for marginal enhancement. I 
would argue, and I will conclude my 
statement, that not only does this not 
enhance our capability, it diminishes 
our capability because it diminishes 
our credibility. When we diminish our 
credibility, our capability ·is put in 
question. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I com
mend the Senator from Delaware and 
I do agree with his comments, whether 
risky or not. I thank him for his excel
lent presentation and also for his lead
ership in this area. I know the Senator 
from Delaware has been very involved 
in NATO circles. I know he has taken 
the initiative in writing a NATO 
report that was signed off by all the 
parliamentary representatives that 
were engaged in NATO that counseled 
on the reduction of the theater nucle
ar weapons, the short-range battlefield 
system, so I commend the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to the proposed amend
ment. I believe in my career in the 
Senate this is probably the first time I 
have ever been on the opposite side of 
my distinguished colleague from Geor
gia. 

Mr. President, I should like to open 
my remarks by first putting a question 
to my distinguished colleague. The 
question is, did the Senator have the 
opportunity today to speak to the 
Commander in Chief of NATO Forces, 
Europe, with respect to this issue? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes, I did. It never 
ceases to amaze me how quickly you 
hear from people involved in top mili
tary positions when you talk about a 
nuclear system. But the other side of 
it is that I am very disappointed that I 
did not hear from many military 
people, in fact I heard from none, 
when the committee went through 
and cut out almost $500 million of con
ventional munitions that are designed 
to take the place of these battlefield 
systems. 

In answer to the question of the 
Senator from Virginia, I did hear from 
General Rogers, and I will stipulate 
that General Rogers does not favor 
the Nunn-Johnston amendment. 

While I have the floor, I ask unani
mous consent that the names of the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY> 
and the Senator from Florida <Mr. 
CHILEs> be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Vir
ginia is correct: General Rogers does 
not support this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. If I may continue 
our colloquy on this subject, we are 
here shortly after 10 o'clock at night, 
and we are asking our colleagues to 
make a decision which strikes at the 
very heart of a number of sensitive 
issues coming before the NATO Alli
ance in the next few months. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECoRD a 
letter addressed to the chairman of 
the committee, dated July 13, 1983, 
signed by General Rogers, General, 
U.S. Army, Supreme Allied Command
er, Europe. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

JULY 13, 1983. 
Hon. John Tower, 
Chainnan, Senate Committee on Anned 

Services, U.S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. CBAiluiAN: As you continue 

Senate debate on a range of military issues, 
I would like to underscore the importance 
and critical need for development and de
ployment of the W82 155mm Nuclear Artil
lery Projectile. The W82 will represent an 
important element In sustaining and bol
stering NATO's posture against an Increas
Ing Warsaw Pact theater nuclear threat. 
Thus, the issue is of major concern to me 
because of the adverse impact of an unfa
vorable decision on the deterrent and 
combat capabilities of the Alliance. 

The 155mm round will provide NATO 
forces with three essential advantages at a 
critical stage of a European war: first, In
creased military effectiveness against WP 
formations In a crucial sector of the battle
field; second, a more versatile and survivable 
theater nuclear short range force; and third, 
a capability for Allied ground forces, which 
generally have few 8-lnch howitzers, to use 
their new FH-70/SP-70 155mm howitzers 
<which are compatible with the W82> in a 
nuclear role. With the W82 In NATO's 
armory, the Soviet land planner would be 
forced to consider any 155 howitzer tube In 
the Alliance as a potential nuclear delivery 
system. Thus, deterrence would be signifi
cantly enhanced by the number of 155mm 
delivery systems available as well as by their 
distribution and widespread Allied participa
tion In the program. 

The W82 will replace an aging round 
which is difficult to handle and does not 
provide the degree of target coverage that 
the W82 could provide. The versatility of 
the W82 round, as represented by the abili
ty to adapt to either the rocket assisted pro
Jectile for Increased range or to other fea
tures which enhance military effectiveness, 
provides the commander a spectrum of 
short range responses that is a critical ele
ment In the total TNF posture for the Alli
ance. In sum, deploying the W82 proJectile 
will provide Allted Command Europe with 
an appropriately versatile mix of militarily 
effective nuclear artillery systems (155mm 
and 8-lnch>. Its deployment could also, I be-

lieve, be a significant factor In facllltatlna 
the eventual reduction of the size of the re
quired theater stockpile of weapons because 
these modem systems can reduce our reU
ance on greater numbers of less capable, 
older systems. 

Senator, we have taken a major step for
ward In our theater nuclear force with the 
December 1979 dual track decision on long
range systems-a decision Just recently reaf
firmed by the NATO Nuclear Planning 
Group. This momentum must be continued 
by modernizing our short and medium range 
nuclear systems. I strongly urge your sup
port In funding the new W82 nuclear proJec
tile so that plans for its deployment can 
begin apace. 

With respect and best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

BERNARD W. ROGERS, 
General, u.s. AnnJI, 

Supreme Allied Commander, Europe. 

Mr. WARNER. The letter to which I 
have referred states in its last para
graph: 

Senator, we have taken a maJor step for
ward In our theater nuclear force with the 
December 1979 dual track decision on long
range systems-a decision Just recently reaf
firmed by the NATO Nuclear Planning 
Group. This momentum must be continued 
by modernizing our short and medium range 
nuclear systems. I strongly urge your sup
port In funding the new W82 nuclear projec
tile so that plans for its deployment can 
begin apace. 

My question to the Senator from 
Georgia is this: What impact on this 
delicate series of negotiations would 
result from an affirmative vote by the 
Senate tonight on behalf of this 
amendment? 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my colleague 
and friend from Virginia that the 155 
has nothing whatsoever to do with in
termediate force talks. The talks 
center on the Pershing II and the 
ground-launched cruise missile. 

As the Senator knows. I am in favor 
of those systems, and we have to con
tinue the two-track system. We have 
to induce NATO to be willing to 
deploy them. 

This 155 shell is a replacement for 
existing shells. It has nothing to do 
with any arms control talks with 
which I am familiar. 

Mr. WARNER. I call the Senator's 
attention to this letter once more, in 
which General Rogers states: 

We have taken a major step forward In 
our theater nuclear force with the Decem
ber 1979 dual track decision on long-range 
systems-a decision just recently reaffirmed 
by the NATO Nuclear Planning Group. ThJs 
momentum must be continued by moderniz
ing our short and medium range nuclear 
systems. I strongly urge your support In 
funding the new W82 nuclear projectile so 
that plans for its deployment can begin 
apace. 

I read that to embrace this issue as a 
part of the overall series of issues 
facing NATO in the coming 6 months. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator that 
there is nothing involving this amend
ment that affects any arms control 
talks that have taken place anywhere. 
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The momentum General Rogers is 

referring to I do not believe refers in 
any way to the arms control talks. He 
is talking about the overall nuclear 
program, and he is in favor of this 155. 

There is also no doubt about the 
fact-and I will have to be careful 
about my wording-that I had an 
amendment in 1975, at which time I 
believe the Senator from Virginia was 
the Secretary of the Navy, which was 
adopted by Congress and which re
quired a full report. It defers deploy
ment of new tactical or battlefield 
weapons in Europe until we have a 
complete report on the number of 
them, how they were to be used, what 
the doctrine was, and so forth. 

That report came back, and Mr. 
Schlesinger, who was then Secretary 
of Defense, had recommended very 
fundamental changes in our battle
field nuclear posture. Without breach
ing any classification, it basically said 
that our theater battlefield posture 
was outdated, outmoded, dangerous, 
and needed fundamental changes. 

Since that time, we have done very 
little in the way of fundamental 
change. We have had the neutron 
debate, and I led the fight on the floor 
for the enhanced radiation weapon 
back when President Carter and Chan
cellor Schmidt were for it and every
thing was rolling along smoothly. We 
prevailed in that debate. 

However, since that time, we have 
had fundamental changes. We have 
had fundamental changes in political 
attitudes in Europe. We have had fun
damental changes in attitudes in this 
country. We have had a breakthrough 
with technology that allows us to re
place these battlefield systems. 

The Senator from Delaware made 
the point a few minutes ago, with 
which I agree. One of the reasons why 
many military people favor these sys
tems is that they do not believe we are 
ever going to have the conventional 
systems. 

We are putting in a major initiative 
which the Secretary of Defense has 
called for and Bernie Rogers has 
called for. He has been just as strong 
in supporting these conventional sys
tems in his presentations as he has 
with respect to the 155. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield to the Sena
tor on that point. In my conversations 
with the general, he equates clear pri
ority to the two systems. 

I commend the Senator from Geor
gia for his action before the committee 
of restoring funds to the very category 
of weapons which is the subject of this 
amendment. 

I draw the Senator's attention once 
again to the last paragraph. I now 
have supplied the Senator with a copy 
of the letter. I reiterate that it is clear 
to me that General Rogers looks upon 
the dual track decision of 1979 as part 
of an overall policy embracing the sub
Ject weapon before us tonight. 

Mr. NUNN. I say again to the Sena
tor from Virginia that this 155 has 
nothing whatsoever to do with inter
mediate-range talks. The momentum 
General Rogers refers to could have 
referred to any program, anywhere. 
He just threw that in. He just threw it 
in at the end of the letter. 

Let me rephrase the question: Is the 
Senator saying that the 155 system is 
part of any of the talks we have going 
on? 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator from 
Virginia is stating that he interprets 
this letter to mean that there is an 
overall theater nuclear source, various 
components, part of it being the 
planned dual track range system. In 
another part, he says, "This momen
tum must be continued by moderniz
ing our short and medium range nucle
ar systems," of which W82 is an inte
gral part. They are all one. 

Mr. NUNN. No, I say to the Sena
tor-

Mr. WARNER. Part of the nuclear 
forces in Europe, short and intermedi
ate range. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Vir
ginia, in my view, is erroneously inter
preting the letter of General Rogers. I 
have read the last paragraph. This 
letter in no way suggests that the 
short-range systems are part of the 
arms control talks. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand that. 
My point is that the dual track system 
is certainly part of the arms control 
talks. 

Mr. NUNN. I did not hear that. 
Mr. WARNER. The December 1979 

dual track decision on long-range sys
tems is very much the subject of arms 
control talks. 

Mr. NUNN. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. And this letter com

bines the W82 with those systems. I 
am not intimating that the W82 will 
be a part of the present arms control 
talks. 

Mr. NUNN. We agree on that. 
Mr. WARNER. The point is that the 

general combines the two weapons sys
tems, the long-range systems and the 
short range, the short range being the 
subject of the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. In other words, the 
total of our theater nuclear capability. 
I think that is the point. 

Mr. NUNN. I stipulate for the 
RECoRD that General Rogers is in 
favor of the 155 system. I also stipu
late that he believes this is part of the 
overall momentum in NATO. But he 
could have added a comma and said 
the M-1 tank, the F-16 aircraft, and 
all conventional munitions are also 
part of our munitions. 

He just made a speech that was in 
the paper. I wish I had the quotation 
of it because it was in the Los Angeles 
Times which quoted extensively. Yes
terday, he had an interview in which 
he said that "the biggest problem, as I 
interpret it, in NATO is that we are 

going to have to resort to the early use 
of theater nuclear weapons, the battle
field weapons," and he felt that could 
not be confined, and that was going to 
escalate into strategic use of nuclear 
weapons very rapidly, and the reason 
for that was because we had conven
tional weakness. 

If the Senator wants to talk about 
what General Rogers has said, I think 
he has said a whole lot more about the 
importance of building up our conven
tional capabilities in recent days than 
he has about the battlefield systems. 
He says right here, and this was in 
April1983. General Rogers said in our 
NATO hearings: 

The ability to locate targets, delay, dis
rupt, and destroy the Warsaw Pact firearm 
forces will be the determinant as to whether 
we will have to use the nuclear weapons. 

So I would certainly agree with the 
Senator from Virginia that General 
Rogers does not support the Nunn 
amendment. There is no doubt about 
that. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. That is clear. 
Mr. NUNN. The Senator is absolute

ly correct. 
Mr. WARNER. We are tonight at 

10:20 p.m. about to make a decision 
which impacts on its overall plan-if 
the Senator will yield for a moment. 

Mr. NUNN. I say neither did Gener
al Rogers support the $413 million we 
cut out of convention munitions in the 
bill. 

Mr. WARNER. Is the Senator aware 
of the fact that General Rogers has 
convened a high-level group to study 
the integration of the weapons sys
tems the Senate is addressing to
night-that is, the enhancing system 
together with the present theater nu
clear forces and to try to allocate pri
orities between the two? And if we 
were to take the action as recommend
ed by the Senator tonight, we would 
be preempting the very thing he is 
trying to analyze with great care in a 
matter of an hour or so here late at 
night. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from 
Virginia that they have been analyz
ing this since 1975. They have been 
analyzing it, analyzing it, analyzing it, 
and I would call it paralysis by analy
sis. That is exactly where we are in 
NATO. We cannot make a move be
cause everyone is doing so much ana
lyzing. We have had study after study 
after study on this whole question. No 
one ever makes a move. We are going 
in a circle. We cannot get the conven
tional forces we need because we are 
spending so much on nuclear forces. 
Because we cannot get the convention
al forces we need, the generals and the 
admirals rely more and more on nucle
ar forces and early use of nuclear 
weapons. Someone has to break that 
chain at some point. 

I have been waiting now for the ex
-ecutive branch for about 8 years, and I 
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really have gotten to the point where 
when we cut $413 million out of con
ventional forces for Europe, we did not 
hear anything from any generals, we 
did not hear anything from European 
commanders, we did not hear anything 
from the Department of Defense. We 
sat and cut every one of these pro
grams. The first time anyone touches 
a nuclear program, we hear from all 
over the world. That is what the psy
chology is, and that is the reason this 
country and our Western European 
allies are in the situation that we are 
in, which is very regrettable-and that 
is, we are the ones who are going to 
have to resort to the early use of nu
clear weapons in Europe in the event 
the Soviets invade. We are the ones 
who are still relying on nuclear weap
ons in an age of overall nuclear parity. 
We are the ones who do not have a 
strong enough conventional defense to 
lower or to raise the nuclear thresh
hold. 

So that is the circle we are in, I say 
to my friend from Virginia, and some
one, som·etime, has to break it, and I 
am convinced it is not going to be 
broken in the executive branch, 
whether this administration or any 
other administration. 

Mr. WARNER. If the Senator will 
yield for this observation, we are talk
ing about the eventual reduction of 
nuclear arms in Ew·ope. If the Senator 
will look at the immediately preceding 
paragraph, the last sentence, and I 
quote: 

Deployment could also, I believe, be a sig
nificant factor in facllltatlng the eventual 
reduction on the size required of theater 
stockpile of weapons because this modern
ization system can reduce our reliance on 
greater numbers of less capable older sys
tems. 

Mr. NUNN. I have been waiting 
since 1975 for that to happen. It has 
happened one time. We did withdraw 
about 1,000 of these systems in the 
late stages of the Carter administra
tion. Unfortunately, there was no 
credit given on that. We did not publi
cize that at all. Some people in Europe 
never knew about it. We did not get 
any credit for it, but it was a welcome 
first step. 

In that respect, I do hope we will 
begin to reduce battlefield nuclear sys
tems, but the way we begin to reduce 
those is not to produce more short
range systems that we have to use on 
our own territory. 

I do not think the Senator from Vir
ginia would welcome a phone call from 
our NATO commander saying to the 
Senator from Virginia if he were in 
the White House or the Secretary of 
Defense or Secretary of the Navy that: 

We have Just had a conventional invasion 
of Europe. We backed up our weapons 20 
miles. You know the range on them, and we 
are going to have to start firing them now. 

And the Senator asks where they are 
going to hit. 

They are going to hit in Western Europe, 
the territory we have sworn to protect. 

That is the situation we are in. It is 
not a question of enhanced radiation 
weapons. To me, that is motivation for 
other people. My problem is with the 
short-range battlefield systems that 
we do not have a proper rationale for. 
We did not have a strategy for, and we 
are driving ourselves to the early use 
of those systems more and more in a 
period of, I think, increasing tension 
and danger. 

So I have waited a long time for the 
executive branch to make the proper 
move on this. Perhaps they are begin
ning to study it. I hope they will, and I 
hope whatever the result of this 
amendment is tonight, whether it fails 
or whether it succeeds, it will speed up 
whatever efforts are going on in 
NATO. 

I might submit they could go back 
and look at the 1975 report that has 
been over there in the executive 
branch for a long time. It was done 
under Secretary Schlesinger. They 
could get a lot of helpful hints out of 
that since not much has occurred 
since then. There were a lot of sugges
tions. 

Mr. WARNER. As I have observed 
the Senator in our working relation
ship in the Senate, when he approach
es a major decision like that, he care
fully lays a foundation of facts with 
hearings and otherwise. 

I suggest that we are imposing on 
our colleagues really an unfair deci
sion, in view of the record that is a 
sparse record. 

The only record we have at the 
moment that I can put my hand on is 
on page 46 of the report of the com
mittee which the committee solidly 
backed this proposal of going forward 
with W82. There is nothing that I can 
find in the record to rebut that. 

It seems to me that a question that 
would be so significant in relation to 
the overall theater nuclear forces that 
would send a very strong signal at a 
time in my judgment of considerable 
sensitivities should be done in a 
manner that is quite thorough and 
give the other side the opportunity of 
coming in and making as part of that 
record a rebuttal to this. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from 
Virginia, I think the Senator from 
Louisiana will address the point about 
the hearing record because the Appro
priations Committee has been in this 
in considerable detail. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, the Appropria
tions Committee has had hearings and 
after those hearings rejected the fund
ing. If there is perecipitous action in
volved with respect to the 155-milllme
ter shell it surely would be in starting 
a program without extensive hearings 
rather than failing to begin a pro
gram. 

What we are talking about here is 
starting a new program and starting a 
new program by an amendment here 
in the Chamber, because that is what 
we did in the action last night to start 
a multibillion dollar program without 
hearings in the Armed Services Com
mittee. It seems to me if we are going 
to start a new program we first should 
have the hearings, lay the foundation 
and, second, get permission of the host 
country where we are going to deploy 
the weapon. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NUNN. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 

wish to inquire to get an estimate of 
how much we would have to expend 
over the next several years for conven
tional arms to be able to provide a con
ventional response to a conventional 
attack. I know this has been studied 
over and over again. I also know that 
when we look at the bottom line most 
of the commanders have said that cur
rently we cannot stop a conventional 
Soviet-Warsaw Pact attack without 
the use of nuclear weapons in the bat
tlefield. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
say the the Senator from Washington 
that I think General Rogers is prob
ably the best source on this. He has 
been quoted many times saying that 
the NATO alliance as an alliance 
would have to increase their overall 
spending at the level of about 4 per
cent of GNP in real terms per year. 
That is the best estimate I have. 

So far as the United States is con
cerned we would already be doing 
more than our part. 

If the other allies were to come in 
and do their part and if we did coordi
nate together and have interoperable 
standardization and move to these 
weapons programs with high technolo
gy, and so forth, I think we could meet 
that over a period of 6 or 8 or 10 years. 
I think we must meet it. I believe we 
must meet if for NATO to continue 
over the next 20 years as we have the 
last 15 or 20. To rely on nuclear use of 
weapons, in the kind of political cli
mate in Europe today I think is going 
to increasingly provide so much ten
sion in Europe that the question of 
realliance also will be brought into 
question. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator will 
agree it was the American nuclear mo
nopoly after World War II that de
terred Stalin from moving into 
Europe. We had no forces in Europe, 
none. It was only the fact that we had 
the bomb that deterred it. 

Mr. NUNN. We had the dominance, 
that is right. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is right. 
The question, I think, that Senators 

need to be conversant with is how 
much are we going to have to invest in 
conventional arms to provide what, I 
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think, we all feel should be the option, 
that is a conventional response to a 
conventional attack? We should not be 
put into the position to have to rely on 
nuclear weapons to deter a conven
tional attack on the part of the Sovi
ets. 

As I read the General Rogers' letter 
here, it seems to me what he is saying 
is that we have to do both because 
right now we do not have the conven
tional means of deterring the Soviets 
if that is going to be our sole option. Is 
that a fair statement? 

Mr. NUNN. I think that is exactly 
right. I think a good many people in 
the military, probably with some justi
fication, considerable justification, be
lieve that we must continue to rely on 
nuclear weapons and early use of them 
in Europe. They do not believe NATO, 
as an alliance, is going to do the things 
necessary to deter a conventional 
attack. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is the dilem
ma. 

Mr. NUNN. That is the dilemma. At 
some point it has to start. We have to 
make up our minds, and I think if we 
do not do it with conventional capabil
ity-this is the first time, as a matter 
of fact, I believe that-I think in 1951 
there was a convention of NATO coun
tries, and at that time they felt if they 
had a conventional response they had 
to be able to match the Soviets in mili
tary manpower, in tanks, artillery, and 
so forth. 

We have a different situation now. I 
do not suggest that we match them in 
that respect. We should use our brain 
power and military intelligence to 
build a viable defense. 

I think the way we are learning to 
do it now, in light of conventional 
technology, is such that we have got 
to go through and to take a stronger 
leadership. 

Mr. JACKSON. I would agree with 
the Senator from Georgia on that 
point. He has led the way to various 
programs that are underway to pro
vide more sophisticated conventional 
arms. 

I think clearly on a broad perspec
tive we have a greater capability than 
the Soviets have when it comes to 
highly sophisticated nonnuclear sys
tems. 

I think the ·dilemma we face, or that 
I face, is what do you do in the mean
time until you reach that point where 
you will have adequate conventional 
forces that are backed up by sophisti
cated nonnuclear systems to deter the 
Soviets. It is this interregnum that 
bothers some of us. 

Mr. NUNN. I would have more of 
that concern regarding this amend
ment if we were not funding the 8 inch 
and the Lance. This is the third 
system we are modern.izing, not the 
first. We have, of course--

Mr. JACKSON. Of course, the Lance 
does not have the accuracy for the 

purposes that are involved here in the 
155. 

Mr. CHILES. Is not what the Sena
tor from Georgia is attempting to do 
now is to just sort of start us on that 
bridge? 

Mr. NUNN. That is right. 
Mr. CHILES. I do not see this as 

something that we are saying we are 
no longer going to go tactical nuclear. 
That is gone. 

Mr. NUNN. Not at all. 
Mr. CHILES. It is simply how do we 

ever start on that bridge if we never 
start now? 

Mr. NUNN. We will never start if we 
allow the budget to squeeze out con
ventional munitions at the same time 
we are starting multibillion-dollar bat
tlefield systems that are going to cost 
huge amounts of money and that du
plicate characteristics of what we al
ready have. 

Mr. CHILES. Here we have new 
technology, we have a new concept of 
warfare which has been approved by 
the Department of Defense, which has 
been recommended and spoken highly 
of by the President of the United 
States, and yet we are still hesitant to 
embark upon that. 

Mr. NUNN. That is correct. I just 
wish the President and the Secretary 
of Defense would get as excited when 
we cut some of these conventional mu
nitions out as they do on the nuclear 
side. I think if they did that, we would 
have a much better balance in our 
overall defense budget. 

I must add that I commend Secre
tary Weinberger for going to Europe 
and making a major presentation. This 
was not a minor presentation he made 
on these munitions. It was the center 
subject of his whole presentation to 
the NATO Defense Ministers, and he 
pledged a strong American initiative. 

Of course, we have carved that up 
one way or the other, and nobody said 
anything. 

Mr. CHILES. What the Senator is 
saying is that we have an opportunity 
to put our money where his mouth 
was. 

Mr. NUNN. That is exactly correct. 
Mr. CHILES. I thank the Senator 

for his presentation. 
WHY WE NEED THE NEW 155-IIILLIKETER 

NUCLEAR PROJECTILE 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the 
W82 round is very important to our 
tactical nuclear posture in light of the 
growing Soviet nuclear artillery 
threat, especially in NATO. Because of 
its improved military effectiveness, the 
W82 will significantly enhance our 
theater deterrence by substantially re
ducing the Soviets' estimate of success 
in a major ground offensive. Since the 
cannons that fire the W82 round will 
be widely dispersed, it will also be 
much more difficult for the Soviets to 
target and destroy our battlefield nu
clear weapons-an objective central to 
their doctrine of warfare. Because of 

these advantages, there is significant 
Allied interest in a modernized !55-
millimeter nuclear round. 

The main function of our Theater 
Nuclear Forces [TNF] is to instill in 
the Soviets' minds that they cannot 
win a conflict and thus will not try. 

To continue this function, our TNF 
must be improved 

A vital element of the TNF is nucle
ar artillery; it is highly survivable, and 
is extremely effective against troop or 
armor formations massed for break
throughs. 

The Soviets cannot negate this de
terring threat by destroying our nucle
ar artillery, because we have many 
cannons and they are widely dispersed. 

The old !55-millimeter nuclear shell 
is obsolete. The new !55-millimeter 
nuclear round has vastly increased ef
fectiveness, range, accuracy, safety, 
and security. 

The !55-millimeter shell is especially 
important because most of NATO's 
cannon are of that size. 

The total systems cost of the new ar
tillery round is low compared to other 
nuclear weapon systems, because the 
cannon already exist. All that is 
needed are the shells. 

Because of improved features, re
placement is planned on a less than 
one-for-one basis. 

Because of its dramatically improved 
military effectiveness, the W82 will 
significantly enhance our theater de
terrence by substantially reducing the 
Soviet's estimate of success in a major 
ground offensive. 

I. FUNCTIONS OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

Theater nuclear forces are main
tained to provide a critical element in 
our overall ability to prevent war with 
the Soviet Union. They provide a cred
ible structure for flexible nuclear op
tions which will cause the Soviets to 
assess ground operations as having 
high risk. They also provide the link
age between conventional forces and 
the U.S. strategic deterrent. Basically, 
TNF should be seen by the Soviets as 
having the following capabilities: 

Provide insurance against the failure 
of conventional forces-but do not re
place them. 

Deter Warsaw Pack first use of nu
clear weapons. 

Provide a balanced force at all range 
levels and in geographic areas where 
the threat is significant; and 

Prevent the Warsaw Pact from mass
ing conventional forces for large-scale 
attacks. 

In order to do these things, our TNF 
must be improved. The Warsaw Pact 
has made great improvements in both 
conventional and theater nuclear 
forces in the last decade; currently, 
they have the advantage in every cate
gory except nuclear artillery. Even in 
this area, where the United States and 
NATO had a 10-year start-an over
whelming superiority only a few years 
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ago-the Soviets are rapidly closing 
the gap. They have deployed three nu
clear capable cannons; 203-milllmeter 
gun, 240-milllmeter mortar, and most 
recently a 152-milllmeter cannon 
which can provide new tactical nuclear 
options for Soviet forces. Since we 
have no plans to increase our TNF 
stockpile, we have to offset the consid
erable, <and growing), Soviet advan
tage by modernizing our forces. 

II. ADVAlftAGJ:S or lfUCLEAR ARTILLI:RY 

Nuclear artillery provides us an ef
fective capability to defend against 
Warsaw Pact front line forces. It is 
very responsive and can be used in all 
weather, day or night. Its prime virtue 
in NATO's defense is to deter the 
massing of large concentrations of 
Pact ground forces, tanks, and artil
lery-massing which they must do, at 
least temporarily, to insure the success 
of an attack. In fact, artillery, because 
if its quick response time, is virtually 
the only effective nuclear delivery 
means in situations where speed and 
accuracy <that is, against mobile ar
mored forces> are required. Conse
quently, nuclear artillery helps to 
offset the Pact's huge advantage in 
tanks and artillery (3.1 in both>, and 
increases the effectiveness of NATO's 
conventional defense. <This may well 
be the reason that Soviet propaganda 
has been so vociferous against the 
modernization of artillery.> If the 
Warsaw Pact chose to attack NATO's 
Central Region, nuclear artillery 
would hold almost half of the attack
ing force at risk. Other advantages of 
nuclear artillery are: 

It is extremely survivable; 
It requires minimal force structure, 

since all nuclear artillery units fire 
both conventional and nuclear rounds; 

It is widely distributed among all the 
members of the NATO Alliance which 
maintain nuclear-capable forces. 

III. WHY TWO TYPES or lfUCLEAR ARTILI.ERY 

Maintaining two types of nuclear ar
tillery, the 155-milllmeter and 8-inch 
rounds, has two distinct advantages. 

Only about one-quarter of NATO's 
nuclear artillery tubes are 8-inch, 
while the remaining three-quarters are 
155-milllmeter. The Soviets repeatedly 
state in their literature that targeting 
NATO's nuclear assets is their highest 
priority~ the opening stages of a war. 
This targeting problem is three times 
more difficult if the Soviets must 
attack both 8-inch and 155-milllmeter 
tubes. 

The NATO Allies deploy both types 
of nuclear artillery, and NATO's 
future force planning goals include re
quirements for modem 8-inch and !55-
millimeter rounds. We do not expect 
the allies to change their force posture 
and doctrine to accommodate only one 
type of nuclear artillery. 

IV. TJU lUKD FOR MODDlfiZBD lfUCLEAR 
ARTILI.DY 

The current 155-milllmeter and 8-
inch nuclear rounds deployed in 

NATO are 20 to 25 years old and need 
to be modernized. We are now produc
ing a new W79 8-inch round and have 
a W82 155-millimeter round in engi
neering development. 

The new W82 round as compared to 
the old W48 round has the following 
improvements: 
It has greatly improved military ef

fectiveness through longer range, 
better accuracy, and greater military 
damage potential. 

It has improved safety and security 
features, which allow more deploy
ment flexibility. 

It is designed to be compatible with 
new United States and NATO howit
zers and is matched to modem conven
tional rounds. 

V. STATUS or THE NEW W82-155 Mil AFAP 

The W82 program is 5 years into de
velopment. Feasibility is assured. 

NATO, DOD, DOE, and theater 
commanders firmly support the re
quirement. 

Lack of full congressional support 
for DOE funding is the most severe 
problem. 

VI. COST 

Because of the need to pack a tre
mendous destructive power into a 
small volume, the W82 cost per round 
is somewhat higher than the "aver
age" nuclear warhead. The total 
system cost, however, is quite low, 
since the 155-milllmeter howitzer is a 
dual-capable system. The force struc
ture is already there to fire the con
ventional 155-millimeter round. Hence, 
the total cost is significantly lower 
than a nuclear-only system such as 
GLCM. The advantages of this round 
make it well worth the expense. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

When all of these factors are consid
ered, it is inherently logical and vital 
to develop and deploy the W82 round. 
From the standpoint of providing an 
effective military capability and 
strengthening deterrence, the W82 
meets all of the requirements. It will 
enable us to streamline NATO's nucle
ar stockpile to provide more capability 
with smaller numbers of weapons. The 
W82 program has the highest level 
support in the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the U.S. Army, and the Department of 
Energy. We all believe that the system 
will be a distinct asset to our national 
security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Virginia to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sena
tor from Georgia. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER), the Senator from ALAsKA <Mr. 
MURKOWSKI), and the Senator from 
Connecticut <Mr. WEICKER) are neces
sarily absent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 30, 
nays 67, as follows: 

£Rollcall Vote No. 188 Leg.) 
YEAS-30 

Abdnor Hecht Simpson 
Armstrong Heflin Stevena 
Baker Helms Symma 
Cochran Humphrey Thurmond 
Denton Lugar Tower 
Dole Mattingly Trible 
East McClure Wallop 
Gam Nickles Warner 
Gorton Quayle Wtlaon 
Hatch Rudman ZOrtnaky 

NAYB--67 
Andrews Ex on Matsunap 
Baucus Ford Melcher 
Bentsen Glenn Metzenbaum 
Btden Orassley Mitchell 
Bingaman Hart Moynihan 
Boren Hatfield Nunn 
Boschwitz Haw kina Packwood 
Bradley Heinz Pell 
Bumpers Holllnp Percy 
Burdick Huddleston Preasler 
Byrd Inouye Proxmlre 
Chafee Jackson Pryor 
Chlles Jepsen Randolph 
Cohen Johnston Rterle 
Cranston Kassebaum Roth 
D'Amato Kasten Sarbanes 
Danforth Kennedy Saaaer 
DeConctnl Lautenbera Specter 
Dixon Laxalt Stafford 
Dodd Leahy Stennia 
Domenlct Levin Tao DIU 
Durenberaer Long 
Eagleton Mathiaa 

NOT VOTING-3 
Goldwater Murltowakl Welcker 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 1474 was rejected. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, have the 
yeas and nays been ordered on the 
amendment? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. They have 
been ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the yeas and nays 
be vitiated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. NUNN. I move adoption of the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is 
no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Georgia. 

The amendment <No. 1474) was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, could I 
have the attention of my colleagues, 
please? I think they have more than a 
casual interest on how late we are 
going to be in here tonight. 

Senator GoRTON has been waiting 
patiently throughout the evening for 
the opportunity to offer his motion. I 
understand he is prepared to offer his 
motion, which is a motion to recom
mit. We have not had a discussion 
about an agreement on the time. I un
derstand the Senator from Washing
ton is not ready to enter into a time 
agreement at this moment. I do not 
anticipate we will take a great deal of 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

Can the Senator from Washington 
give us some estimate of what he 
thinks will be required in the way of 
time? 

Mr. GORTON. I would say to the 
Senator from Texas my remarks will 
certainly not exceed 10 minutes, but 
there are a number of other people 
who wish to speak to it. That is why I 
am not prepared to enter into a time 
agreeD! ent. 

Mr. ~t'OWER. I understand. Why not 
proceed for a while and at some point 
perhaps the Senator from Washington 
would be amenable to a time agree
meut for the benefit of our colleagues. 

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 

will be in order. 
Mr. BAKER. Will the Senator from 

Texas yield? 
Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while 

we are on that subject, let me say that 
I do not expect us to stay in extremely 
late tonight. It is already extremely 
late, I guess. I hope we can finish the 
debate on this motion and have the 
vote within an hour. If not, it would be 
my suggestion to go out and have the 
vote in the morning. 

Let me make clear, Mr. President, 
that it is my intention to try to assist 
the managers of the bill to finish this 
week. Senators should be on notice 
then that we will be in session on 
Friday. Whether or not we are in ses
sion on Saturday must abide the 
event. 

In addition to the completion of this 
measure we also have other business 
that needs to be attended to, including 
the possibility of appropriations bills. 

I would hope that we can finish this 
motion by midnight or thereabouts 
and that we can finish this bill some
time within a reasonable time tomor
row. If we cannot do so, however, we 
will continue to consider this bill on 
Friday and perhaps on Saturday. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor so we can get on with the 
business before the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from Washington. 

MOTION TO RECOIDIIT S. 6 7 & 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I 
move to recommit S. 675 to the Com
mittee on Armed Services with instruc
tions that the Committee on Armed 
Services report that bill back to the 
Senate within 2 days, not counting any 
day on which the Senate is not in ses
sion-

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I certain
ly think we ought to have order in the 
Chamber. This is a motion to recom
mit with instructions. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield to me 
for just a moment for an observation? 

Mr. GORTON. Yes, I will. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, a 

motion to recommit is amendable, so 
we could have several record votes on 
amendments to the motion to recom
mit. Everyone should understand that, 
because there have been actions al
ready taken here tonight and some 
Senators may want protection. So Sen
ators should be advised that they 
should stick close at hand, because we 
could have three or four record votes 
before midnight. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington has the 
floor. 

MOTION TO RECOIIIIIT 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I 
move to recommit the bill <S. 675) to 
the Committee on Armed Services 
with instructions that the Committee 
on Armed Services report that bill 
back to the Senate within 2 days, not 
counting any day on which the Senate 
is not in session, with such changes as 
are necessary to insure that the new 
budget authority for fiscal year 1984 
provided for in the bill, as reported to 
the Senate by such committee, and de
termined without regard to the as
sumptions relating to savings due to 
inflation set forth in the letter of the 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget to the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate dated June 27, 1983, do not 
exceed the appropriate levels of new 
budget authority set forth for the 
functional category relating to nation
al defense (050) for fiscal year 1984 in 
House Concurrent Resolution 91, 
agreed to on June 23, 1983. 

Mr. President, first, I wish to say in
cidentally to the minority leader that 
it is not the intent of this motion to 
frustrate any action already taken by 
the Senate, and the instructions cer
tainly do not permit or prohibit in any 

respect whatsoever the committee 
from including the amendment of the 
Senator from Georgia which as al
ready been passed and I assume it 
would do so. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we in 

this body spent the better part of 3 
weeks debating a budget resolution, 
House Concurrent Resolution 91, 
which was finally passed only shortly 
before the Independence Day recess. 
It is certainly no exaggeration to say 
that one of the pivotal subjects of that 
long and extended debate was the 
share of the budget which was to be 
devoted to national defense. While 
most of the debate centered about the 
percentage of real increase of the de
fense budget which was to be appro
priate, given the nature of our views 
toward revenues and toward domestic 
spending programs, nevertheless, the 
actual amount for defense was stated 
in dollar terms, designed by a majority 
of Members of both the House and the 
Senate to provide for approximately 5 
percent real increase; that is to say, an 
increase of about 5 percent over and 
above inflation in the authority for 
national defense. 

This left the Committee on Armed 
Services and its distinguished chair
man, the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
ToWER), with a very, very difficult 
task. That task was made more diffi
cult by the fact that the Department 
of Defense had so strenuously opposed 
any reductions in its original proposals 
for defense that the committee was 
left largely to its own wisdom and its 
own devices in determining where to 
cut from the original request of the 10 
percent real increase. 

At the very last moment, well after 
all of the Members of the House and 
the Senate had voted what they 
thought was an appropriate level of 
national defense in the first budget 
resolution and less than 24 hours 
before this bill was reported to the 
floor of the Senate, the Committee on 
Armed Services received a midnight 
memo on the subject of inflation, 
among others, from the Office of Man
agement and Budget Director Stock
man. Mr. Stockman suddenly, after an 
extended period of time, found magic 
new and lower inflation predictions on 
which to base proposed or projected 
increased costs for various defense sys
tems. 

I may say, incidentally, that he has 
not found comparable new room for 
domestic spending programs on the 
part of committees which have au
thority over those subjects. But the 
net result of that new estimate was an 
increase of roughly $2.1 billion in 
budget authority for fiscal year 1984. 

To put it mildly, Mr. President, that 
made the task of the Committee on 
Armed Services considerably easier 
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than did the assumptions on which 
the budget resolution was itself made. 

Mr. President, the problem with the 
letter or the memorandum which was 
received from Mr. Stockman and acted 
upon with such promptness was that 
the new inflation predictions included 
in that letter are, to the best of my 
knowledge, without basis in either fact 
or in history. For this purpose, we 
might look back approximately 1 year 
to the time at which we were dealing 
with the defense authorization bill for 
fiscal year 1983. That proposal, accord
ing to the Congressional Budget 
Office, was based on a defense infla
tion prediction, or defense deflator, 
for fiscal year 1983 of 4. 7 percent. 
Through the second fiscal quarter of 
1983, the actual deflator figure was 6.6 
percent, almost 2 percentage points 
higher than the one on which we 
based all of our action a year ago in 
connection with the 1983 defense au
thorization bill. 

Now, Mr. President, the Director of 
Management and Budget comes to us 
with the knowledge or the proposal 
that we need only count on a 4. 7 per
cent inflation rate for defense pur
chases other than major systems and a 
6.1 percent inflation rate for those 
major systems for fiscal year 1984. He 
is, therefore, saying to us that infla
tion in connection with these military 
purchases will be almost 2 percentage 
points lower than in fiscal year 1984, 
at the time of what we all anticipate 
to be a very strong economic recovery, 
a time at which increased interest 
rates and increased inflation are a sig
nificant threat to that recovery, and 
they are, in fact, in fiscal year 1983, 
the year in which we had the very 
lowest point in a recession and thus 
almost certainly the lowest point in 
the rate of inflation. 

As a consequence, Members of this 
body should be willing to accept the 
fundamental premises on which this 
bill is based only if they feel, in fact, 
that inflation will be considerably 
lower during fiscal year 1984 than it is 
in fiscal year 1983; only if they feel 
that this last minute estimate is, in 
fact, correct; only if they ignore the 
fact that the same estimate for a de
fense inflator in 1983 was, in fact, 
almost two full points too low. I 
submit, Mr. President, that that 
simply is highly unlikely and that the 
chances that, in fact, the systems and 
proposals included in this bill can ac
tually be met with the authorizations 
contained therein are highly unlikely, 
to say the least. 

Now, while I have spoken of the 
figure of $2.1 billion, the actual impact 
of this motion, if it is passed, is unlike
ly to be quite that high. At the begin
ning of this debate, at the time at 
which the question was the budget 
waiver, on Monday, the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
stood up and reported on the relation-

ship between budget authority in this 
bill and the budget authority antici
pated by the budget resolution itself. 
He pointed out to the Members on the 
floor that in fact the Armed Services 
Committee had come in at some $800 
million less than it could have done 
under the terms of the budget resolu
tion itself. 

So subtracting that $800 million 
from $2.1 billion by which this bill was 
increased, we see that the approxi
mate and probable effect of this bill 
would be to require $1.3 billion in 
budget authority to be taken out of 
the bill at some point or another 
during the course of the process. 

As I have discussed this proposition 
with a number of my colleagues, some 
of them have been restless about deal
ing with this bill in this fashion. Some 
have pointed out that if in fact the 
Stockman figures are incorrect and 
the general assumption and the gener
al private opinion on this floor is that 
they are incorrect, they can be taken 
care of during the appropriations proc
ess. 

I should like to point out not only to 
the chairman but the members of the 
Armed Services Committee that to the 
extent that they use that argument 
they are frustrating the very reason to 
have a defense authorization bill at 
all. For a number of years it is my un
derstanding that this Congress went 
along without having defense authori
zation bills and that the basic defense 
decisions were made by the Appropria
tions Committee. 

If, however, the Armed Services 
Committee is to use the expertise 
which it genuinely possesses, it should 
come up with something realistic, 
something which can be met without 
major substantive and programmatic 
changes by the Appropriations Com
mittee itself. To exactly the extent 
that Members say this does not count, 
let the Appropriations Committee take 
care of it, they are saying that the 
entire debate process through which 
we are going this week does not count. 
If these figures are invalid, they 
should be corrected by the Armed 
Services Committee and not by the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Second, the chairman of the com
mittee himself in privately debating 
this matter has said if you think the 
figures are too high you should vote 
for amendments which take the requi
site amount of money out of specific 
programs. 

Mr. President, I put to you that that 
is exactly what I think would be inap
propriate for me to do or for that 
matter to a certain extent for any 
other nonmember of the Armed Serv
ices Committee to do. I must confess 
to a greater degree of frustration from 
the absolute unwillingness of the Sec
retary of the Department of Defense 
to prioritize his concerns over what de
fense systems are most important and 

what systems, while he regards them 
to be important, are of a secondary 
nature. To a very significant degree I 
think that that is true in connection 
with the report of the Armed Services 
Committee on this bill. 

I do not want to specify where any 
cuts caused by these unfortunately in
accurate inflation predictions should 
come from. I want the expertise of the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Texas. I want the expertise of my own 
senior Senator from the State of 
Washington. I want the expertise of 
all of the members of the Armed Serv
ices Committee on where this amount 
of money should be found. I do not 
want to operate blindly in voting for 
amendments and for cuts which might 
not be the priority cuts of the experts 
in this field who are to deal with this 
particular subject. 

In summary, Mr. President, we had a 
very difficult time in passing the 
budget resolution. The original Senate 
budget resolution passed this body by 
a margin of 1 vote, 50 to 49. The con
ference committee report had 2 or 3 
votes in addition to that. I want to say 
very bluntly that I can see no justifi
cation for any person who was in that 
majority at either time supporting this 
bill under this set of circumstances 
using a far different inflation figure, 
one of the most important single fig
ures in any budget resolution, almost 
immediately after we have adopted a 
defense policy based on realistic esti
mates from the congressional Budget 
Committee. 

Second, I should like to point out 
that the overwhelming majority of the 
Members of the U.S. Senate who voted 
against the budget resolution did not, 
to put it mildly, vote against it because 
they thought that it spent too little 
money. They voted against it because 
they thought that it spent too much 
money. With the exception of the dis
tinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee and a handful of 
others, those negative votes were not 
based on the ground that we were 
spending too little for defense. There 
was a relatively broad consensus for 
that proposition. 

As a result, I feel very strongly that 
we should require action of this 
nature. To support this bill guarantees 
that the Appropriations Committee 
will cut, thus making this debate less 
relevant than it ought to be or that we 
will end up having to cut, to repro
gram or most likely to spend substan
tially more than was otherwise the 
case. 

In a letter which is dated today to 
me from the Congressional Budget 
Office, the Congressional Budget 
Office makes the following statement: 

CBO would expect that the fi8eal year 
1984 program of the Department of DefeDie 
would be underfunded and that any aavtnaa 
from adJustments In the inflation rate 
would eventually require a reduced number 
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of weapons bought, reprogramlng and/or a 
supplement. 

That language ought to be familiar 
to almost every Member of this body 
because that is precisely what has 
happened with the defense budget 
year after year after year. The figures 
have been unrealistic and either there 
has had to have been a reduced 
number of weapons bought, repro
graming and/ or a supplemental. 

At this time the CBO reports a 
major change in the CBO rates-in 
this case of inflation-is not to be ex
pected. I urgently ask the Members of 
this body not to be taken in by last 
minute and obviously contrived figures 
resulting from the actions of the De
partment of Defense and the Office of 
Management and Budget which you 
have already rejected and which desire 
to subvert not only the budget process 
but the policies which have been care
fully and considerately already adopt
ed by the Senate and by the House of 
Representatives of the United States. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think 
that we on the Armed Services Com
mittee established a pretty good 
record this session of not doing any
thing to subvert the budget process. 
We have waited patiently for the 
budget process to run, not just for the 
adoption of the Senate first concur
rent resolution but we waited for the 
conference so that we would know 
what the ceiling would be, and we 
lived within that ceiling. As a matter 
of fact, we had a discussion in the 
committee recognizing the fact that 
the first concurrent is only a target, 
and we are not mandated to stay 
within the parameters of the first con
current budget resolution. But we 
wanted to maintain the credibility of 
our committee. We wanted to support 
the budget process, and we elected, 
Mr. President, to stay under the ceil
ing established by the conference 
report which was eventually adopted 
by both houses. Even though most of 
us did not like it, we thought that this 
was the responsible thing for us to do. 

Now we are confronted by a motion 
to recommit our bill because a few 
people do not like the way that we 
made our calculations. The fact is, ac
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office-as a matter of fact, I think one 
Senator was contemplating offering a 
motion to recommit with instructions 
to come back with a 5-percent real in
crease because there was some impres
sion we exceeded 5 percent. I would be 
delighted to support such an amend
ment because that would give us more 
money. 

We actually come, according to the 
CBO, with a 4.6-percent increase in 
real terms. We are $1.1 billion below 

our budget ceiling in obligational au
thority. 

This was not any new thing that was 
sprung on anybody, the fact of the 
change in purchase cost, inflation as
sumptions. They were discussed as 
early as May 5 in the committee, as 
the committee records show. We elect
ed not to accept the numbers that ap
peared to exist because they had not 
been validated. Eventually, they were. 
I think they should have been validat
ed sooner. 

Of course, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget did me no great serv
ice, or any member of the committee 
any great service, in waiting so late to 
validate these figures, and I concede 
that. But the fact is that they were 
validated, as they had been for any 
other of the numbered accounts in the 
budget resolution back in April. So 
again we waited patiently, while other 
jurisdictional committees that had ju
risdiction over certain accounts could 
take advantage of the April calcula
tions. 

Mr. President, if this bill goes back 
to committee, it will be my intention 
to report back as quickly as possible. 
But I think it will mean a long week
end. If anybody has the notion that he 
can string out the bill to next week by 
a recommittal motion, I should like to 
disabuse him of that, because it would 
be my intention to convene the com
mittee tonight, if possible, and be 
ready to go in the morning. It might 
not be possible, and I have not con
sulted with the distinguished ranking 
minority member on that. If he says, 
"It ain't possible," it "ain't possible." 

Let me note, Mr. President, than 
when CBO scores the bill, the reasons 
for taking money out of the budget 
are irrelevant. If the bill were recom
mitted, the committee might agree to 
assign a different reason for tlieir pro
posed reductions, but this would have 
no effect on the bill totals nor on the 
CBO scoring of the bill. This would 
really be a useless exercise. 

Even if we backed out everything 
that might be assigned to change the 
inflationary assumptions, we would 
come in only $400 million above the 
budget with our current bill-above 
the budget ceiling; and, of course, I 
would anticipate that if the bill were 
recommitted, we would come out with 
a proposition that would probably 
result in higher obligational authority 
than is now contained in the bill, be
cause I think we would feel inclined to 
go to the ceiling. 

So I hope that the Senate will reject 
this motion. 
It is my understanding that the dis

tinguished Senator from New Mexico, 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, will speak later on this matter. He 
is in the Chamber, and eventually I 
hope to hear from him. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I think the rules of the Senate do not 
provide for one Member to yield to an
other. 

Mr. TOWER. The distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
has said, "Let him talk." Therefore. 
the Senator from Ohio may speak if 
the Chair will recognize him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I appreciate the cooperation of the 
chairman of the committee and of the 
chairman of the Budget Committee. 

I rise to support the motion of the 
Senator from Washington. I think the 
motion he makes could very aptly be 
called the integrity in budgeting 
amendment. It deals with the subject 
of finding $2.1 billion in the 11th hour 
or, in this instance, probably the 12th 
hour, in connection with the subject 
of military spending. 

We have to look at this matter in an 
overall perspective. The administra
tion wanted a 5-year defense budget of 
$1.8 trillion, or more than $20,000 for 
every household in America. By 1986, 
the President would actually have us 
spending a billion dollars a day for de
fense. 

The Budget Committee worked zeal
ously on the question of what the 
numbers ought to be. There were 
members of that committee who felt 
very strongly that they ought to be set 
at a 10-percent increase, and there 
were members of that committee who 
thought there ought to be a zero in
crease. 

So that there may be no misunder
standing about that, the motion to 
that effect was offered by a Member 
from the opposite side. So there was 
discussion back and forth; and finally, 
as a compromise, it was agreed that 
the figure would be 5 percent. 

As a matter of fact, I cannot think 
of anything that the Budget Commit
tee dealt with that took up more at
tention or involved more deliberation 
than the matter of trying to resolve 
the budgetary increase figures for de
fense. 

The fact is that the House was not 
supportive of that 5 percent figure, 
and the House wanted more money for 
domestic spending. We fought back 
and forth, not over billions but over 
millions, and finally came to a resolu
tion of the Defense Department fig
ures as well as the other figures in the 
budget. 

However, during all this period, the 
Secretary of Defense had made it 
quite clear that he did not agree with 
the budget process in the first in
stance. As a matter of fact, we all 
know that on June 16, the Secretary 
of Defense wrote a letter to the chair
man of the Armed Services Commit
tee. in which he refused to indicate 
where savings could be made in the de-
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fense budget. He encouraged the com
mittee-a rather audacious kind of 
letter-to ignore the 5-percent real 
growth limit of the House-senate con
ference. He went on to say. "I do not 
worship with the faithful at the altar 
of the congressional budget process:• 

That is the right of the Secretary of 
Defense. But the fact is that those of 
us in Congress who think Government 
ought to be conducted in an orderly 
manner may not worship at the altar 
of the congressional budget process, 
but we respect it. It is the law of the 
land, and we try to live within the con
fines of the law of the land. 

The fact is that we are talking about 
a rather small amount of money in 
one sense, $2.1 billion, as compared to 
the total Defense Department spend
ing, but a tremendous amount of 
money when we are talking about 
some of the cuts that were put in 
place with respect to domestic spend
ing. 

During this entire process, Mr. 
Stockman's voice was mute. It was not 
heard. He had not used his pencil with 
respect to the inflation adjustment. 
He had not advised the chairman of 
the Budget Committee or any other 
Member of Congress that he was able 
to find $2.1 billion by reason of an in
flation adjustment. Suddenly, out of 
nowhere, he comes up with the $2.1 
billion figure. 

I believe that this Senate should 
support the Gorton motion, regardless 
of whether Senators are for higher de
fense spending, lower defense spend
ing, or whatever. I think it is a matter 
of whether or not Senators respect the 
process which we have elected to have 
govern ourselves. It is the budget proc
ess. 

We have been hoodwinked. We have 
had a situation where the information 
was withheld from us and whether or 
not the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee says that 
the matter was being talked about 
back in April or May is not relevant 
because, as he points out, the figures 
have not been validated. 

I am not an authority on figures 
about the budget and other kinds of 
figures, but I have not heard the term 
"validated .. before. I do not know what 
it means. But I guess it means that 
they had not been authenticated by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
and, therefore, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee was not 
confident in going forward and using 
them. 

Suffice it to say that all of the mem
bers of the Armed Services Committee 
were taken by surprise and certainly 
all of the Members of Congress were 
taken by surprise when Mr. Stockman 
looked up into the sky and with his 
little pencil found $2.1 billion addition
al, and that is all we are talking about. 
Mr. Stockman has had a record along 
this line. 

Let me quote to the Senate from the 
article about David Stockman in the 
Atlantic Monthly. and this is his 
quote: 

There was less there than met the eye. 
Nobody has figured it out yet. Let's say that 
you and I walked outside and I waved a 
wand and said, "I've Just lowered the tem
perature from 110 to 78." Would you believe 
me? The numbers are Just out of this world. 

That is from Mr. Stockman. 
Mr. Stockman has a record of 

coming up with numbers that are just 
out of this world and in this instance 
they are figures that are just out of 
the sky. 

I am not arguing the accuracy or the 
credibility of the $2.1 billion. I think 
there is always an appropriate infla
tion adjustment. But why did Mr. 
Stockman see fit to hold those figures 
back until the 12th hour? 

And all that the Gorton motion does 
is it sends the matter back to the 
Armed Services Committee so that all 
of us in Congress may be given fair 
credit and the Armed Services Com
mittee may be called upon to act with 
the same constraint and not just spend 
the extra $2.1 billion. 

Let me read to you from the article 
in the Washington Post. 

After voting the $888.7 million for the B1, 
the committee proceeded to make additions 
to the authorization bill to use up most of 
the rest of the $2.1 billion 

This is the relevant language: 
To use up most of the rest of the $2.1 bil

lion. 
Here is a Congress that is concerned 

about holding down spending and yet 
we find the Armed Services Commit
tee trying to find a way to use up the 
$2.1 billion that Mr. Stockman found 
as pie in the sky. 

I am not even taking issue with the 
rightness or the wrongness of the 
manner in which they used up that 
$2.1 billion. The issue is not a question 
of whether or not those particular ex
penditures are right or wrong. The 
issue is whether or not that $2.1 bil
lion should be used to bring down the 
amount of expenditurea by the Armed 
Services Committee. 

If Senators believe in the integrity 
of the process, if Senators believe in 
the integrity of the budget itself, then, 
as I see it, Senators have no alterna
tive but to vote favorably and to sup
port the Gorton motion to recommit 
this measure. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recog
nized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
wish that I could agree with my friend 
from Washington <Senator GoRTON) 
the distinguished member of the 
Budget Committee, and my good 
friend from Ohio <Senator 
ME'rzENBAUK) who worked so hard in 
the conference, but I cannot. 

What the Senator is really arguing 
about here tonight is that he does not 
like this defense bill because somehow 
or another it might end up costing 
more in the out years than he thinks 
it should cost because the costing of 
military procurement is not as accu
rate as he would like it. 

I heard another Senator seeking rec
ognition a while ago, the distinguished 
Senator from the State of Iowa that 
serves on the Budget Committee, I 
suspect, that that when he speaks, he 
will argue that he is against this bill 
because he does not believe the esti
mates that the Defense Department 
gives us on what procurement is going 
to cost. 

That is not a bad argument. If the 
Senator makes that argument, he 
probably should vote against the bill 
because he believes it is underfunded. 

That is a different issue. Anyone in 
this Chamber should vote that way if 
they do not believe the budget esti
mates the military is giving to Con
gress. 

Let me say to my good friend from 
Ohio who worked so long and hard on 
the budget conference, that I can re
member him saying over and over to 
the conferees from the House of Rep
resentatives that the Senate had to 
have $268.6 billion in budget authority 
for National Defense in 1984. Does the 
Senator remember that? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from 

Ohio was our best spokesman. He con
vinced the House conferees that $268.6 
billion was 5 percent real growth. 
Without him we could not have gotten 
that agreement. 

Now the real fact is that the Senate 
Budget Committee estimates the cost 
for the defense function based on the 
CBO estimate of the cost of this bill, 
assuming if it were all appropriated, 
and it is not-it is authorized at $267.8 
billion-I do not care what economic 
assumptions the Senator claims David 
Stockman handed to someone, the es
timated cost is still less than the Sena
tor from Ohio so ably negotiated with 
the House of Representatives-$267 .8 
billion. 

Now, Senator GRASSLEY might get 
up and say the Senator's $268.6 billion 
is baloney because next year it is going 
to be $20 billion more than the Sena
tor thinks, and the Senator from Ohio 
might get up and say CBO is whacky, 
it is going to cost $25 billion more next 
year. 

I submit that if that is the case, we 
should not blame the budget process. 
Do not blame economic assumptions, 
and do not blame a belated David 
Stockman adjustment to economic de
flators. Blame something else. 

If Senators want to recommit this 
bill, they should not recommit it on 
some notion that the Armed Services 
Committee is making a mistake; when, 
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as a matter of fact, they came in lower 
than our guideline in an authorization 
bill over which we technically have no 
jurisdiction. As a matter of fact, if 
they were $2 billion higher, the 
Budget Committee has nothing to say 
about it because this is an authorizing 
bill. The appropriators do not have to 
appropriate the full amount and we do 
not measure spending except in an ap
propriations bill. 

The Armed Services Committee 
knows that the appropriators are not 
going to fund every item in this bill. In 
fact, some items will be deleted. They 
may add some that will make JoHN 
ToWER angry because they are not 
even in this bill. 

So if the Senator wants to be mad at 
some belated reassessment of a defla
tor, let me tell him how this commit
tee could have accomplished the same 
thing. In fact, I hope the committees 
of authorization that are as controver
sial as this one will do it in the future. 

I hope they will get about nine
tenths through the bill, stop, and then 
send it over to CBO and say, "Price it 
out for us,". CBO will send them over 
a price and then they will say "We 
have this much left,". Then the com
mittee will finish and will not have 
been concerned about the economic as
sumptions in the bill. 

The committee can say CBO told us 
that it is within the guidelines. 

So, I really think with the amount 
of work that has gone into this bill, 
the amount of time this Senate spent 
on it, Senators have a clear opportuni
ty to do one of two things-vote yes or 
no when this bill finally comes up to 
vote, but don't recommit it because 
you disagree with the economic as
sumptions. 

But certainly do not vote to recom
mit it on the basis of your being angry 
at somebody for adjusting economic 
assumptions belatedly. 

Let me tell you one last fact. If I 
read CBO right, and I would ask my 
good friend the junior Senator from 
Washington if I am reading it right. 
First, they say they have no updated 
economic assumptions after January. 

Second, they say "Nonetheless, we 
have estimated this bill and it is 
within the budget guidelines." I 
submit if that is the case, it is signifi
cantly under the first budget resolu
tion targets. 

So I would think that if anything it 
would be yet lower in budget author
ity. So if you want to vote against the 
bill, vote against it that you do not 
like the mix of programs, you do not 
like the way the military estimates 
outyear costs, and I remind everyone 
that there is nothing binding about 
the outyear estimates. 

So it seems to me the distinguished 
Senator from Texas and his committee 
deserve an up-or-down vote on the bill, 
not on this issue of whether or not 
they have breached some budget 

guidelines when it is apparent they 
have not. 

Mr. BAKER. I will not take but a 
moment. I understand the distin
guished minority manager wishes to 
speak. I plan to make a motion to 
table, as I indicated earlier, and I 
would like to do that before midnight. 
People are tired, and they will be in 
late tomorrow night. I understand the 
Senator from New York wishes to 
speak and the Senator from Massa
chusetts, the Senator from Florida, 
the Senator from Iowa, and the Sena
tor from Washington. 

I really hope, Mr. President, we keep 
those remarks as brief as possible, and 
when they are finished, it will be my 
intention to make a motion to table. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
distinguished junior Senator from 
Washington, my colleague, has demon
strated outstanding professionalism in 
his work on the Budget Committee, 
and I salute him. His work in the short 
time he has been on that committee 
has come to the attention of the 
Nation as a whole. 

I merely want to say objectively, as I 
went through all of the markup proc
ess on the Armed Services Committee, 
that my chairman did everything he 
could to get the figures from OMB as 
to the savings. We knew what the sav
ings were going to be on petroleum, 
$1.3 billion. 

I must also say that the Office of 
Management and Budget did not 
handle this matter properly. In fact, 
the idea of coming up the last minute 
put the chairman of our committee in 
a very difficult position. But I am 
standing here to tell my colleagues 
that the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
ToWER) played it straight. He did ev
erything he could. We knew there 
were going to be some savings. Only 
the amount was in question? 

So I think where we are at a little 
before midnight is a situation in which 
we are arguing over numbers when we 
know, I think, what needs to be done 
here as far as the defense budget is 
concerned. I think the Senator from 
New Mexico put his finger right on it. 
You have to decide for yourself. We 
have the CBO figure where we are 
under the budget resolution target. 

I would strongly urge my colleagues 
to support the position taken by the 
committee under the leadership of 
Senator ToWER, and that is not send 
this bill back to the committee. Even if 
we start at midnight tonight we will 
get into an argument over the various 
programs that we have been arguing 
about now for many weeks in commit
tee. 

So I hope the motion to send it back 
to the committee will be rejected. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President and 
Members of this body, I am going to 
approach this problem exactly as my 
friend from New Mexico predicted I 
would. In the process of making my re-

marks, may I remind my friend from 
New Mexico that the people we are 
working with in this administration 
are supposed to be our friends. All we 
have sought since January is informa
tion. In fact the Senator from New 
Mexico helped me to a great extent in 
regard to my pursuit of information. 

We have had ample evidence of cost 
overruns, low-balling and underesti
mating to get programs started. 

I think we can say that historically 
almost every one of these programs is 
going to cost much more than were an
ticipated. 

I have been spending many months 
working with Senator GoRTON, Sena
tor KAssEBAUM, and others to get more 
realistic budget numbers from the De
fense Department. My conclusion has 
been that the real costs of the 5-year 
defense budget will be much greater 
than is stated. The budget numbers 
are underestimated in order to fit ev
erything into this budget, into these 
budget constraints. 

I sense this is occurring here on this 
very authorization bill. The numbers 
were altered to fit everything inside 
the budget resolution. This bill is a mi
crocosm of the larger 5-year defense 
budget which is terribly underfunded. 

This is not the way for the Congress 
to conduct either ·its budget affairs or 
its national security affairs. It can 
only hurt our defense, our economy, 
and public confidence in the budget 
process. 

I support Senator GoRTON's motion 
to recommit this bill to committee, 
and urge that the committee make the 
tough decisions necessary to comply 
with budget constraints voted on by 
the Congress. 

Let me say this: Budget constraints 
do not cause our defense problems. It 
is our inability as a body to deal with 
these constraints intelligently that has 
caused our defense to suffer. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would make two brief points: The first 
is that this will not be the end of this 
discussion. The Office of Management 
and Budget at the very last moment 
came to the Armed Services Commit
tee and suggested a set of price defla
tors which implies an inflation rate for 
fiscal year 1984 of 2.3 percent; 1984 
will come and go and we will have had 
the opportunity to learn whether in 
fact that was the case. 

Economic forecasts are fallible, and 
yet they have a certain internal integ
rity to them, and we trust in the orga
nizations that make them. Just yester
day in Paris the OECD put forward its 
forecasts for the member nations of 
1984. It stated that its best forecast 
for the U.S. inflation in 1984 was 5.25 
percent. Just a few days ago Data Re
sources Inc. issued its forecast for the 
year broken down by quarters as fol
lows: For the last quarter of the new 
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fiscal year, 5.2 percent; then 4.6, then 
4.4, then 4.2. 

H we go ahead with the assumption 
suddently presented to us yet never 
before encountered in the economic 
forecasts of the present time, of 2.3 
percent, I believe we will deceive our
selves to no advantage. I suggest the 
issue will be raised when that deceit, 
that self -deceit, has become a matter 
of historical fact. 

Second, Mr. President, and lastly, if 
we are to assume a 2.3-percent infla
tion rate with respect to this authori
zation measure, I assume it would be 
acceptable that we assume the same 
rate for all the other authorization 
bills that come along. And I would be 
interested when such proposals are 
made, to see how much support we got 
from those now defending the 2.3 per
cent. Their support is clearly not 
likely, and clearly not forecast by our 
own organization, the CBO. It is clear
ly within our powers to recommit this 
bill and, ask the CBO to make its esti
mate. We should abide by it as our in
stitution, giving us its best profession
al advice. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the motion offered by 
Senator GoRTON, a Republican and a 
member of the Budget Committee. I 
think it is appropriate that he raise 
this issue, because it is a bipartisan 
concern and it deals fundamentally 
with the budget process which this 
body has worked diligently to make 
succeed. 

I reluctantly voted against this bill 
in the Armed Services Committee be
cause I oppose the flagrant budgetary 
manipulation that accompanied the 
committee's action. 

The executive branch discovered 
$2.1 billion of additional funds on the 
last day of our committee delibera
tions-enough to fund the multiyear 
procurement of B-1 bombers which 
our Strategic and Theater Nuclear 
Subcommittee had recommended 
against. Such statistical trickery un
dermines the hard work of the Armed 
Services Committee and the credibility 
of the entire budgetary process. 

Until the final day of our committee 
deliberations, I intended to vote in 
favor of this legislation. I disagreed 
with some provisions of the bill, but I 
was very favorably impressed by the 
hard work of my colleagues, by the 
professionalism of the committee 
staff, and by the conscientious process 
which we followed in the committee in 
marking up the defense budget. 

The budget mark received by the 
Armed Services Committee from the 
Budget Committee permitted 5 per
cent real growth in defense spending, 
compared to the 10-percent growth re
quested in the President's budget. To 
meet the 5-percent target, the Armed 
Services Committee allocated reduc
tions from the President's request to 

each subcommittee. The subcommit
tees than marked up their portions of 
the defense budget to meet the as
signed target, and reported their con
clusions to the full committee. 

This procedure worked very well 
until the final moments of our full 
committee markup. The Strategic and 
Theater Nuclear Forces Subcommittee 
had recommended deleting funds for 
multiyear procurement of the B-1 
bomber and limiting production to a 
rate of three aircraft per month. 

This recommendation was ratified 
by the full committee, and would have 
been reported to the Senate-until we 
were presented with a $2.1 billion pot 
of gold on the last day of our delibera
tions. 

I regard David Stockman and OMB, 
and the Reagan administration, as the 
principal offenders in this budget cha
rade. But the committee must share 
the blame for permitting itself to be 
tricked by the administration's un
seemly last-ditch effort to salvage the 
B-1. 

Mr. Stockman's notorious reputation 
for cooking budget numbers is well 
earned. On the present issue, Mr. 
Stockman was clearly aware of the 
timetable for congressional action. In 
particular, he was aware that if he 
confirmed the supposed $2.1 billion in 
budget savings too quickly, before 
action on the budget resolution was 
completed, the Budget Committee 
might well use the savings to reduce 
the Federal deficit. 

Even after the budget mark for de
fense was set by the budget resolution, 
Mr. Stockman still had to run the 
gauntlet of the Armed Services Com
mittee. If he confirmed the savings too 
quickly for the full committee, the ad
ditional funds would be allocated 
among the subcommittees in accord 
with the committee's established pro
cedure, and there would be little likeli
hood of assigning enough of the sav
ings to rescue the B-1 bomber. 

Instead of dealing fairly with the 
committee, Mr. Stockman convenient
ly arranged for the new OMB estimate 
to be delivered to the committee at the 
11th hour of its deliberations, long 
after the subcommittee markups had 
been completed, but just in time for 
the new-found funds to be diverted to 
the B-1. 

If it were not so serious an issue, Mr. 
Stockman's budget acrobatics would 
be comical. In the nursery rhyme, 
Little Jack Homer stuck in his thumb 
and pulled out a plum. In this case: 
Little Dave Stockman sat in his office, 
Biding his budget time; 
He stuck in his thumb, 
Pulled out a B-1, 
And said, "Oh, what a good boy am 1." 

I have the greatest respect for Sena
tor ToWER, distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. He 
has done a fine job in guiding our com
mittee through a difficult endeavor. 

But I also have respect for the budget 
process, for the hard work of Senators 
DoMENICI, CHILEs, GoRTON, and other 
members of the Budget Committee. 

This amendment says to our com
mittee: We respect your expertise on 
defense issues, but you must respect 
our guidance on budget matters. 

This is not a vote against defense 
spending. It is a vote for our budget 
process, and a warning to those who 
would attempt to abuse it. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
motion. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, every
body has talked about it and recalls 
the debates we had when we were on 
the budget resolution. Those of us in 
the Budget Committee felt when we 
left the Senate after we had passed 
the resolution with a vote of 50 to 49 
that we really had a firm commitment 
of the Senate that we were going to 
stand for 5 percent. We went to the 
House and went through a tough con
ference fight and the basis of that 
fight every day on our part was that 
we had made a commitment to the 
Senate that we will have at least 5 per
cent. We came out with a figure slight
ly higher than that, about 51At, I think. 
But there is no way that we can go 
back or will go back to the Senate 
without a true 5 percent. 

The House, as you know, called their 
figure 4 percent. When you really got 
to looking at the numbers, it was close 
to 2.4 to 2.6 as an actual percentage 
figure. So they had to come more than 
three-fourths of the way to us in the 
conference. That was a very tough 
thing for the House to do. We finally 
got them to agree to allow CBO to 
price it out and that they would accept 
the CBO figure. We went back and 
forth on this, but we insisted all the 
time. 

Now, had we had the Stockman fig
ures, the 5 percent would be over $2 
billion lower. And now, of course, 
those Stockman figures materialized 
at last and were popped out of the 
box. And I am not going to argue 
today that this violates the Budget 
Act. It does not. I am not going to 
argue that the Armed Services Com
mittee has acted in bad faith. I do not 
think they have. 

But, I hope Senators will put them
selves in a position, especially the 
fiscal conservatives, of what they 
would be feeling like if we did this 
kind of pricing. What if we did this 
kind of pricing in medicare? What if 
we said, "We do not think hospital 
costs are going to go up this year and 
so we are going to use about a 2.3-per
cent figure on hospital costs"? Imag
ine the kind of overruns. Imagine 
what we would have in medicare. 
What if we did that in food stamps? 
What if we did it in any of the other 
programs? I can tell you the fiscal con
servatives in here would be jumping 
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out of their skin and they would be 
talking about. "This is not truth in 
budgeting!• They would be talking 
about all of the fudging. 

But then let us just disregard that. 
This money has now gone into pricing 
of programs. What is going to happen? 
We are not going to have a 2.3-percent 
figure in defense in inflation. I do not 
believe that and I do not really believe 
that many people in here believe that. 
So what is going to happen? Well. 
what it means is one of several things. 
You are going to have a supplemental 
and that means you will violate the 
Budget Act at the time that you come 
with the supplemental. And you know. 
because the number of the weapons 
themselves-they are carried in the 
report here-the way it is done. It 
means that you will not be able to buy 
what the report says that you expect 
to be able to buy. So we know what 
happens there. The unit costs go up. It 
will cost us more. We will have cost 
overruns there. Or-and this has hap
pened so many times that it has made 
us all sick-they will reach into oper
ations and maintenance and they will 
take the money out of there. 

Now. my goodness. we had every pe
riodical-Life. Time. Look-all talking 
about the spending reports. all talking 
about the overruns that we have had. 
all talking about the poor manage
ment and costs that we have had in 
defense and here we are building it in. 
We are building it in tonight. We are 
building it in this bill right here and 
we know we are building it in. 

And we are doing it because we al
lowed David Stockman to come up 
here-and we have so carefully used 
CBO and we have said this whole year. 
"You are not going to lead us down 
this path again of giving -us some 
phony figures:• CBO may be wrong 
but at least they are sort of impartial. 
and at least they are doing it on a 
standard basis that we are going to use 
that. And here we are turning around 
and compounding it. 

I think the Senator from Washing
ton has put his finger on something so 
quickly. It is just the wrong way to go 
about it. We do not want to set this as 
a way of doing it. We are going to have 
to pay for it. 

The question is. Should we allow it 
to be corrected right now or are we 
going to put the load on the Appro
priations Committee. because I guess 
that is where it will really have to be 
done. Then we are going to pay for it 
later in operations and maintenance or 
coming out of there. because you are 
not getting something for nothing. 

So we are adding the $2 billion to 
the deficit or we are going to take it 
out of operations and maintenance or 
we are going to reduce our buy. We are 
going to do one of those things be
cause you cannot work this with mir
rors. 

11-059 0-87-20 (Pt. 14) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator 

really think if we take this back and 
take out $2.1 billion-is that what is 
being recommended? 

Mr. GORTON. $2.3 billion. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Do you really think 

that the appropriators would spend 
less than the amount in the budget 
resolution for military expenditures? I 
am not talking about this bill. I am 
talking about the appropriators. 

Mr. CHILES. I would trust the ap
propriators are going to try to save 
money in every way they can. And I 
happen to be a member of that body 
and the Senator is too. And I am going 
to try to help them do that and I 
expect the Senator is. also. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Maybe I ought to 
be a little more specific. Do you think 
they are going to spend less because 
you are taking $2.3 billion out of an 
authorization bill. which is itself 
under the budget resolution? 

Mr. CHILES. I think if you allow 
phony figures to be used. we are 
making a mistake. And I think it will 
come back to haunt us. And I will be 
glad to see the Senator about that a 
little further down the line and deter
mine whether it does come back to 
haunt us or not. 

I think we will have an opportunity 
to correct it in the Appropriations 
Committee. And I trust that if this 
does not work tonight on this motion. 
I trust that we are going to have an
other shot and that is where I will cer
tainly work to correct it and I hope 
the other members of the Appropria
tions Committee will. too. But I do not 
think it should go this way. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to ask one 
other question. The Senator asked 
would we do this kind of thing with 
medicare. 

Mr. CHILES. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. My understanding 

of the way the budget process handles 
medicare and other entitlements af
fected by economics is that the appro
priation process is. literally. as a 
matter of stipulation. held harmless 
from increases or decreases that might 
occur as a result of economic changes. 
So when they appropriate in a bill 
that has direct appropriations for enti
tlements. we do not even charge for 
the entitlements. If they go up. they 
go up. If that breaches their author
ity. it breaches it. because they are as
sumed not to be bound by economic 
changes that are without their con
trol. 

Mr. CHILES. I do not think medi
care is appropriated. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How about food 
stamps? 

Mr. CHILES. But my example was 
medicare. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And food stamps. 

Mr. CHILES. All right. that is your 
example. If the committee decided 
just to report a new bill. they could do 
that. and they could say under the 
Stockman figures now. or other manu
factured figures. "This comes within 
our ceiling!' They can do that in a rec
onciliation bill. They can say, "We 
made our savings because David Stock
man came in here this morning and 
said this was so." 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have CBO pric
ing, I will say, just as we do here. That 
would be my last comment. We pass 
judgment on CBO pricing. 

OMNffiUS DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984 

[The following proceedings occurred 
after midnight:] 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous, consent that Senators 
DURENBERGER, KENNEDY, METZENBAUM, 
MOYNIHAN, BUMPERS, and GRASSLEY be 
added as cosponsors of this motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. Also, as a result of a 
request of Senator MITCHELL, the -re
marks which I made in reference to 
Senator NUNN•s amendment apply 
equally to his. 

As the Senator from New Mexico 
knows, there is no Member of this 
body for whom I have greater admira
tion than I do him, or on whom I have 
been more dependent during my short 
career here. 

Having said that, I must say very 
bluntly that I feel the two principal 
points that he made in connection 
with his response to me are grievously 
in error on the basis of his own figures 
and presentations. 

He started out by saying that CBO 
had decided on the basis of its figures 
that the authorization in this bill was, 
in fact, $800 million less than the au
thorization anticipated by the budget 
resolution, and that that was based on 
CBO figures. 

If the Senator from New Mexico will 
look at the presentation which he 
made on Monday. which is in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, he will note that 
that $800 million difference is a result 
of a line called OMB inflation adjust
ment minus $3.4 billion. 

CBO accepted, for the purposes of 
that chart, Mr. Stockman's midnight 
report to the Armed Services Commit
tee. CBO did not accept the validity of 
the statement. It simply listed its nu
merical number. 

CBO in a letter to me today states 
that, "At this time, a major change in 
the CBO rates" on which the Budget 
Committee's action was based "is not 
expected. •• 

That. of course. is what I feel to be 
the second error made by the Senator 
from New Mexico. While it is true that 
CBO has not and will not for another 
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3 or 4 weeks update its inflation fig
ures, it is unfortunately the case that 
inflation figures, which were arrived 
at in January, are very unlikely to be 
reduced in rates by the next time CBO 
comes up with that. In fact, that is 
precisely what the CBO says in its 
letter to me today. That is to say that 
lower inflation rates projected by 
David Stockman are not going to be 
projected by the Congressional Budget 
Office in all probability. 

Therefore, the $3.4 billion inflation 
adjustments contained in the Sena
tor's own report on the budget waiver 
are simply a report of what OMB said. 
They are not CBO's opinion of the ac
curacy or the validity of those figures. 

We have, as a direct result of what 
David Stockman told the members of 
this Armed Services Committee on the 
last day of their markup, $2.1 billion 
more in budget authority in this bill 
than would have been the case with
out that report by David Stockman 
and OMB. Unless you believe that 
David Stockman was accurate, which 
he has not been, I may say, last year 
or the year before, on any of these fig
ures-unless you believe that he was 
accurate, you have before you an au
thorization bill which cannot carry out 
all of its purposes within the amount 
of money which is its bottom line. We 
will come back here and either have to 
slow down some of these things, cancel 
some of these things, or, more likely, 
pay more for some of these things as a 
result of figures which are inaccurate, 
unless we require the Armed Services 
Committee to do its work on the same 
basis utilized by the Budget Commit
tee, on the same basis utilized by the 
Senate when it passed the budget reso
lution, on the same basis that the con
ference committee used at the time at 
which the final budget resolution was 
adopted. 

We have a special deal provided for 
the Armed Services Committee by 
David Stockman and OMB which has 
not been granted to anyone else. We 
have a special deal which, I submit to 
Members of this body, should not be 
accepted because it has never been ac
curate in the past and is not accurate 
now. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will 

not prolong this. I simply want to say 
the Armed Services Committee was 
not required to come in under the 
budget ceiling in any case. Even with
out the assumptions we would have 
been only $400 million above the 
budget ceiling, which is only a target, 
anyway. We are not mandated to do 
that. But we came in below, at 4.6 or 
4. 7 percent real growth. 

I think the Armed Services Commit
tee should not be punished for dill
gently complying with not only the 
spirit but the letter of the budget 
process. 

You unnecessarily prolong the con
sideration of this bill if it is returned 
to the Armed Services Committee. I 
predict the result will not be substan
tially different, except that the in
struction says we must come in at or 
below the ceiling. I would be reason
ably sure that we would go to the ceil
ing. It is very possible that you might 
end up with a little bit larger budget
ary authority than you would other
wise. That is to say a greater expendi
ture of money. 

The proper thing to do is to defeat 
this motion, and I hope that is what 
the Senate will do. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I intend to support the motion to 
recommit this bill to committee for 
further work. This is not an easy deci
sion, but I feel it is a necessary one. 
The bill is simply too large, and I feel 
that it overfunds a number of less im
portant programs to the detriment of 
such urgent priorities as Army ground 
forces or operations, maintenance, 
training, and stockpiles. 

Let me note, however, that the 
Armed Services Committee deserves 
our support and appreciation for work
ing so hard and long on this bill. The 
committee did a first-rate job of reduc
ing the Pentagon's budget request in 
order to fit within the guidelines of 
the first budget resolution. The Presi
dent's budget message had sought 
more than $213 billion in authority for 
defense this year. The committee re
turned a recommendation of less than 
$200 billion. 

The real issue is not the committee's 
job. The issue, instead, is whether or 
not the Pentagon will respect and 
abide by the budgeting process. As 
most Senators are aware, the commit
tee had made a number of hard 
choices in order to meet necessary 
commitments to our security while 
staying within the spending guidelines 
set out by the Senate. The result was a 
set of committee proposals which ad
mirably balanced a number of compet
ing claims. Obviously, each of us here 
might have done things a shade differ
ently in terms of individual items, but 
that is not the point. The point is that 
throughout its consideration of the 
bill, and throughout the markup, the 
committee faced up to the budgetary 
guidance set by the Congress, and allo
cated its funds well. 

Some of the decisions the committee 
reached were so important, and so 
strong a concession to the need to hold 
spending within sensible limits, that 
the press paid attention. For instance, 
faced with the need to meet several 
commitments while money was limit
ed, the committee chose to reduce 
funding for the B-1 bomber. For 
people who support the B-1 program
and I do-this was obviously a painful 
outcome. But it was clearly necessary, 
and it reflected the committee's will
ingness to meet its responsibilities to 

all taxpayers. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that several major newspa
pers paid attention to this decision. 

Why should we recommit the bill 
given this record? Simply because the 
work of the committee was undone in 
large measure at the 11th hour when 
the Pentagon somehow "found" that 
things would not cost as much as origi
nally assumed, and that moreover a 
good deal of extra money was avail
able. This discovery came on the last 
day of the markup. It caught every
body by surprise, to say the least, and 
it gave the committee little choice 
except to alter its recommendations in 
order to reflect this newly found 
money. 

That is why the bill we are consider
ing today looks somewhat different 
from the bill we expected to consider. 
And it is why the bill should be recom
mitted. 

If the Defense Department and the 
Office of Management and Budget 
have so little control of the money we 
set aside that they can find extra 
funds at the last minute, we have to 
ask ourselves just how well they are 
run. Is it really worth it to pour nearly 
$200 billion into the hands of people 
who do not seem to know where it 
goes? I am reminded of the famous 
comment by Senator Everett Dirksen: 
"A billion here, and a billion there, 
and pretty soon we're talking about 
real money." 

So if OMB and the Defense Depart
ment can find a billion here and a bil
lion there when it suits their purpose, 
I think it is only sensible for us to ask 
the committee to take a closer look at 
the original requests which shaped its 
decisions. Perhaps they can come in 
with altered figures. Perhaps they can 
find a billion here or a billion there to 
restore some of the cuts which were 
taken in operations and maintenance 
funds-cuts which prompted Senator 
HUMPHREY to express concern over our 
investment in modernization versus 
readiness. 

There is another possibility, of 
course. Perhaps the committee will 
discover, when it is given the time it 
was denied by the last-minute tactics 
of the Pentagon, that the newly 
"found" money is not there at all. If 
so, this will call into question the 
wisdom of proceeding to invest funds 
which do not really exist in programs 
which may well not be needed. 

In short, Mr. President, the issue 
here is not whether we like or dislike 
the particular way the committee allo
cated its funds among various pro
grams. That is an important point, and 
it is one that we ourselves will deal 
with through the amending process. 
So let us not kid ourselves that we 
should recommit the bill simply in 
order to restore or cut funds for some 
particular program, whether the B-1, 
the MX missile, or anything else. 
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Instead, the real issue is the integri

ty of the budget process. At a time 
when the recovery is beginning to take 
hold, but when it can be imperiled by 
the failure of this Congress and the 
Government to come to grips with 
deficits, we do not need a bill based on 
magic numbers. We must preserve and 
enhance our economic recovery by 
looking the facts straight in the eye. If 
we have more money in the defense 
coffers than we had thought, we must 
ask why. If we are being flim-flammed 
on the basis of somebody's wish list, 
we must recognize that the recovery is 
far more important than some bureau
crat's career. In either event, I feel 
that we must ask the committee to re
examine the figures it was given. If we 
do not, then we further undermine a 
budget process which already has been 
weakened too much. 

Mr. President, a recent exchange be
tween David Broder, the respected po
litical columnist, and Caspar Wein
berger, the Secretary of Defense, illus
trates the problem I have addressed. I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Broder editorial of June 22, the reply 
by Secretary Weinberger on June 29, 
and the followup by Mr. Broder on 
July 10 be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, June 22, 19831 

WEINBERGER THEN AND Now 
<By DavidS. Broder> 

"Let's be fair and reasonable," I cau
tioned. 

"You want to talk fair and reasonable?" 
the cabbie said. "Okay, here's an intern
ment camp survivor who dies the day after 
the compensation act goes into effect, so his 
family inherits $20,000. Here's another guy 
who dies the day before the act takes effect, 
and his people don't get diddly. Is it fair for 
them to miss out just because it took Con
gress so long to pass the bill? What about 
the people who died shortly after they left 
the camps? Maybe the ones that didn't sur
vive are the ones that got hurt the worst. Is 
it fair not to give their children anything? 

"You want fair?" He was fairly shouting 
by now. "What's fair about compensating 
the Japanese-Americans and not compensat
ing the Navajos and the Sioux and the 
others we took land from? What's wrong 
with compensating the Chicanos for taking 
Texas and Arizona and Southern Califor
nia? You're not talking fair. You're talking 
dumb. You're talking about draining the na
tional treasury, as if the economy's not in 
bad enough ... " 

"There's one group you forgot to men
tion," I interrupted. "The descendants of 
the ex-slaves who were promised 40 acres 
and a mule. Now mules don't have any off
spring, so I guess that part's about dead." 

"Forget the mule," the cabbie said, sud
dently thoughtful. "But it sure would be 
nice if I could pick up Grandpa's 40 acres, 
particularly if it happens to be in downtown 
Atlanta or Birmingham or someplace like 
that. Of course if my 40 acres happened to 
be sitting under the Superdome or maybe in 
the middle of some fancy country club, I 
might sell it back to them-at market rates, 
of course. Then, there's my wife's 40 acres 

. . . matter of fact, the more I think about it 
the more sense you make. It's about time 
this country made up for the way it treated 
the Japanese. And others." 

It's an old story in Washington that where 
you stand depends on where you sit. That's 
a practical acknowledgment of the fact that 
people's views change as they change re
sponsibilities. 

Still, it is extraordinary to find Secretary 
of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger, of all 
people, inviting and urging members of Con
gress to subvert the congressional budget 
process. 

This is the same Cap Weinberger who, in 
his earlier incarnation, was the director of 
the Office of Management and Budget for 
the Nixon administration. In those days, 
Weinberger understood the importance of 
enforceable spending ceilings. 

On Oct. 10, 1972, when Richard Nixon was 
trying to impose an overall spending lid on a 
Congress which then had no budget process 
of its own. The Post published a letter from 
budget director Weinberger. He argued that 
"the proposed spending ceiling is absolutely 
essential to the nation's economic well
being." 

"This Congress," he wrote, "has proved 
beyond any reasonable doubt that it has 
been incapable of exercising effective con
trol over total spending . . . The Congress 
pays excessive attention to details and virtu
ally no attention to overall totals or to the 
effect of individual separate acts of spend
ing on the budget totals. This is the very an
tithesis of fiscal responsibility." 

Some of what Weinberger said of that 
Democratic Congress-a few weeks before 
the 1972 election-had the ring of partisan 
rhetoric. But it was essentially an accurate 
picture of the way things were then. 

Two years later, recognizing the accuracy 
of the indictment, Congress voted the con
gressional budget process into being. The 
enforcement tool of that process is the re
quirement that individual spending bills 
must remain below the ceilings set by the 
overall budget resolution. It was that disci
pline-the so-called reconciliation process
that the Reagan administration used to 
force important reductions in previous do
mestic spending plans only four months 
after it took office. 

But now it is defense spending that Con
gress proposes to discipline, and both Wein
berger and President Reagan have shifted 
ground. They are the ones who are telling 
Congress to forget about the overall ceiling 
and pump out the money the Pentagon 
wants. 

In a letter last week to Chairman John G. 
Tower <R-Texas> of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee, Weinberger said that even 
"if the House-Senate budget conference 
agrees upon a 5 percent real growth defense 
funding level, as stated in your letter," 
Tower's committee should ignore the ceiling 
and "avoid making any reductions" in Rea
gan's 10 percent defense hike. 

The secretary pins this act of White 
House-sanctioned defiance on the technical
ity that the first budget resolution-on 
which Congress has been laboring since 
February-is not final and binding. He ig
nores the reality that if a budget ceiling is 
breached at any points, all the barriers to 
runaway spending will come down. 

Reagan has chosen to ignore the same 
point, constantly disparaging the congres
sional budget process as a "Rube Goldberg 
machine," and throwing roadblocks in the 
way of the Republican and Democratic law
makers who are struggling to contain the 
deficits. 

This is a strange concept of conservatism 
and Reagan and Weinberger are employing. 
It is a conservatism that denigrates the need 
for discipline. It is a conservatism that 
would squander a long-term asset-as the 
budget process surely is-in order to achieve 
a temporary advantage. It is a conservatism 
that rejects the need for political and fiscal 
balance and insists on having it all its own 
way. 

That is not conservatism. That is dogma
tism, even when it is wrapped in fine 
phrases about national security. And it is 
political opportunism, setting the stage for 
a veto strategy aimed at depicting Congress 
as a pack of wild spenders. 

This is not a new game, as Weinberger 
knows. Back in 1972, when Weinberger was 
unsuccessfully urging a spending ceiling, 
Richard Nixon announced that "with or 
without the cooperation of Congress," he 
would do all that he could to limit expendi
tures. "If bills come to my desk calling for 
excessive spending, which threaten the fed
eral budget, I will veto them." 

That kind of talk helped Nixon win his 
landslide reelection in 1972, and similar 
rhetoric may help Reagan in 1984. But the 
Nixon victory soon turned to dust, as the 
country discovered that behind his facade 
of conservative talk, Nixon was determined 
to get his own way-and the laws be 
damned. 

Cap Weinberger escaped unscathed from 
the ruins of the Nixon years, and he came 
back to Washington with a reputation for 
intellectual and political integrity. It is dis
quieting to see him put his talents on the 
block for another president who sets his 
own will above the law. 

[From the Washington Post, June 29, 19831 
YELLOW JOURNALISM 

<By Caspar W. Weinberger> 
David Broder's column on June 22-

"Weinberger Then and Now"-demands a 
response. I have rarely seen so short a piece 
in need of so much correction. It ignores 
and implicitly rejects the constitutionally 
prescribed method for enacting legislation; 
misrepresents both the immediate purpose 
and the longer-term effects of the congres
sional budget process, which were to raise 
overall spending levels instead of lowering 
them; and distorts the records of the admin
istrations in which I have been privileged to 
serve. 

The Constitution provides for the presi
dent's participation in the legislative proc
ess both by recommending bills for consider
ation to Congress and by exercise of the 
veto power. A president who vetoes legisla
tion does not thereby "set his own will 
above the law," as Broder suggests; to the 
contrary, he carries out his constitutional 
responsibility to determine what the law 
shall be. Broder's concern that the oper
ation of this constitutionally established 
scheme, which has been in place for almost 
two centuries, may "subvert the congres
sional budget process," which was developed 
less than a decade age, stands our system of 
government on its head. It is the congres
sional process that must accommodate to 
the constitutional scheme, not the other 
way around. 

Broder's equating the exercise of the veto 
power with a "the-laws-be-damned" attitude 
is yellow journalism of the crudest sort, and 
his reference to President Reagan as "an
other president who sets his own will above 
the law" because he has threatened to use 
his veto power is both absurd and shameful. 



19038 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 13, 1983 
In fact, I regard that as one of the most ma
liciously erroneous remarks I have seen in 
all the years I have read about President 
Reagan. 

The column starts by stating that I "un
derstood the importance of enforceable 
spending ceilings" for the federal budget as 
a whole when I was director of OMB and it 
assumes that I now no longer understand it. 
The evidence for this is that I do not wor
ship with the faithful at the altar of the 
congressional budget process, I never have, 
and the reason is that I understand the im
portance of enforceable spending ceilings, 
which the congressional process does not 
provide. What it does provide is elastic, non
binding spending levels at the start and a 
process for ratifying appropriations in 
excess of those levels at the end-a "Rube 
Goldberg machine" if ever there was one, as 
President Reagan has said. 

It is fashionable now, particularly among 
journalists and in Congress, to point to the 
budget process as a method of imposing 
fiscal discipline on the federal budget. The 
origins of the process are, however, far more 
ambiguous than this view acknowledges, 
and with the exception of the 97th Con
gress, which was dominated by President 
Reagan and deemphasized the "congression
al" in the "congressional budget process," 
there is little in the history of the process to 
support it. 

In fact, the question for Congress in the 
early '70s, before the budget process was es
tablished, was not so much one of disciplin
ing overall spending levels as of who would 
dictate those levels-Congress or the presi
dent. The record shows that for three budg
ets developed while I was deputy director 
and director of OMB-fiscal year 1972 to 
fiscal year 1974-the president established 
and enforced those levels rigidly. Overall 
spending was kept within $1.5 billion of the 
budget in each of the three years, and came 
in below the budget in two of the three 
years: 

[lnbillionsofOOIIars] 

FISCal year-

1972 1973 1974 

Plesident's prttlOSed outlay$-January budget ........ 229.2 246.3 268.7 
Actual outlays........................................................... 230.7 245.6 267.9 

The president enforced fiscal discipline 
principally through two devices-vetoes and 
impoundments. Congress disapproved of 
both devices and in establishing its budget 
process in 1974, prohibited impoundments 
altogether and, as Broder's article demon
strates, attempted to diminish the effective
ness of vetoes by implying that they are at 
least faintly improper in the context of the 
new procedures. Congress claimed to have 
replaced these presidential controls with its 
own reconciliation process, to which the 
column refers. In view of the continued ex
istence of the veto power, however, it is 
simply wrong to assume that the reconcilia
tion process is the exclusive legitimate 
source of fiscal discipline. It is Congress' 
method and not a very effective method at 
that; the president retains the veto. 
If the reconciliation process worked to dis

cipline overall spending, of course, it would 
not matter whether Congress or the presi
dent controlled it. Regrettably, however, 
the process has characteristically resulted 
in precisely what it was intended to when it 
was adopted in 1974: Congress has been able 

to impose higher overall spending levels 
than the president has sought in his budget: 

[lnbililnsofdollars] 

FISCal year-

1980 1981 1982 1983 

President's prttlOSed outlay$-JanuaJy 
budget .......................................................... 531.6 615.8 739.3 757.6 

Actual outlays................................................... 579.6 657.2 128.4 1 805.2 

1 Estimated. 

With the exception of fiscal year 82, when 
President Reagan controlled the process 
and outlays were $11 billion below what 
President Carter had proposed, the pattern 
of $40 billion increases holds. In fact, even 
fiscal year 82 is consistent with the pattern, 
if we recall that Congress did not actually 
consider the budget submitted by President 
Carter. The budget submitted by President 
Reagan in March 1981, which Congress 
acted on, increased by $33.1 billion over the 
president's request of $695.3 billion. 

I am opposed to the congressional budget 
process because as a rule it fails to hold 
down overall spending levels, not as Broder 
suggest because it succeeds in doing that. It 
does not succeed and, more seriously, it 
makes it more difficult for the president to 
succeed. In reclaiming the constitutional 
veto power, however, President Reagan has 
served notice that he will restore discipline 
to the budget process, even if Congress will 
not. It is high time. · 

Finally, I should respond briefly to the as
sertion that I have changed my mind about 
the desirability of holding down overall 
spending levels because this presently has 
an adverse impact on this administration's 
request for the defense budget. I have said 
enough here to show that I favor today, as I 
have over the years, "effective control over 
total spending." I also favor today, as I have 
over the years, a strong national defense. 
During my time at OMB, I consistently sup
ported more spending for the defense 
budget than Congress appropriated I regret 
to find myself in the same position 10 years 
later. Ten years ago, I also consistently felt 
that Congress was appropriating more 
money overall than the economy could sup
port. The figures proposed in the budget 
resolution before Congress persuade me 
that it would do so again, if the president 
does not use or at least offer to use, his veto 
power. I supported the use of the veto 
power to hold down overall spending levels 
10 years ago, and I support it today. 

There does not seem to me to be any "po
litical opportunism" or "shifting ground" in 
this record. In asking Sen. John Tower to 
provide in the defense authorization bill the 
money needed to protect our national secu
rity, I am not telling Congress to "forget 
about" overall spending levels; nor is the 
president. In fact, the entire administration 
is strongly urging Congress to cut back 
sharply on domestic spending so a proper 
cetllng can be adhered to. We are also 
urging enough military spending to enable 
us to meet the real security need of the 
country. My letter to Sen. Tower is not "de
fiance" of the law; it is based on the idea 
that a process that relies on rubber budget 
ceilings, and permits appropriations com
mittees to shift amounts previously allocat
ed to a function up or down, is not an effec
tive process for discipllnlng federal spending 
in any event. The track record of the last 10 
years bears this out. 

As for "having it all my way," sadly, no 
one who has been long in public llfe could 
claim so much. I have always felt a responsi
bility, nonetheless, at least to have people 
understand what my position is and why I 
hold it. Broder's statement that by so doing 
I am putting my will "above the law," or 
that the president is, seems to me to under
mine seriously his reputation for intellectu
al and political integrity. 

[From the Washington Post, July 10, 1983] 
THE BLAST F'ROII WEIBBERGD 

<By David S. Broder> 
On June 29, the distinguished secretary of 

defense was transformed suddenly into 
"Mad-Cap" Weinberger. The ire of the Bon. 
Caspar W. Weinberger was so aroused by 
the scribblings of a hitherto obscure jour
nalist named Broder that he unleashed a 
MIRV-misslle of a missive to the editor of 
The Washington Post. In 1,276 well-chosen 
words, plus charts, he proved conclusively 
that said Broder was guilty of "yellow Jour
nalism" in questioning the posture the ad
ministration had taken toward Congress' ef
forts to llmit the size of next year's military 
budget. 

One would like to believe that the secre
tary of defense was not diverted from his 
heavy responsibilities by such petty irrita
tions, and therefore assigned the Broder
bombing mission to some of the Pentagon 
!lacks, otherwise known as Caspar's friendly 
ghosts. 

But the style of the letter was vintage 
Weinberger, and showed the former Har
vard Crimson editor at his finest. "Absurd," 
"shameful" and "maliciously erroneous" 
were among the milder adjectives with 
which he singed the offender. 

Along the way, Weinberger also lambasted 
the congressional budget process with such 
gusto that he pretty much confirmed the 
main point of the original column: that he 
and the president he serves will do all in 
their power, by hook or by crook, to evade 
the llmits on military spending set in the 
budget passed by the nation's elected law
makers. 

"I do not worship at the altar of the con
gressional budget process," Weinberger 
wrote. "I never have, and the reason is that 
I understand the importance of enforceable 
spending ceilings, which the congressional 

. budget process does not provide. What it 
does provide is elastic, nonbinding spending 
levels at the start and a process for ratifying 
appropriations in excess of those levels at 
the end-a 'Rube Goldberg machine' if 
there ever was one, as President Reagan has 
said." 

Weinberger's description of the congres
sional budget process differs from that of 
the Commit~ on Economic Development, 
an organization of 200 leading businessmen. 
In a report released the same day as Wein
berger's letter, the blue-ribbon group, in
cluding Weinberger's successor as the Nixon 
administration budget director and three 
former Cabinet members, said: 

". . . the reforms instituted by the 
[budget] act have had a maJor beneficial 
impact on congressional budget proce
dures. . . . They have for the first time 
caused individual members of Congress to 
take responsibility for the aggregate budget
ary outcome of their legislative actions. 
They have clearly facilitated a more ration
al and coordinated consideration of budget 
issues and their relation to economic devel
opments. They have also permitted a more 
systematic look at budget priorities." 
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The report conceded that "the early years 

of the new budget process did not result in 
the degree of improvement in fiscal disci
plines" that had been hoped for, but it 
noted that Congress has responded by "sub
stantially strengthen[ingl the first budget 
resolution, giving it close-to-binding force," 
and clamping down on other spending loop
holes. "We strongly support continuation of 
the basic elements of the present budget 
process and believe that further strenghten
ing of that process is a vital precondition for 
sound and effective fiscal and economic poli
cies," the business group concluded. 

Weinberger and the Reagan administra
tion are pursuing exactly the opposite 
course, weakening the congressional budget 
process where they can and evading it 
whenever possible. 

The day before the secretary's letter was 
published, Weinberger and his partner, 
David Stockman, the director of the Office 
of Management and Budget, sent the 
Senate Armed Services Committee a mid
night revision of the Pentagon's fuel prices 
and equipment costs. By reestimating the 
inflation factor for 1984, they found $2.3 bil
lion of unalloeated funds-including all the 
money needed to spare the B1 bomber pro
gram from what seemed a certain slowdown. 

"It is strange that at the 11th hour they 
managed to come up with it," said Sen. Dan 
Quayle <R-Ind.), a committee member. It 
sure was. Had Weinberger and Stockman de
livered the estimate earlier, while Congress 
was considering the budget, as they were re
peatedly pressed to do, the information 
could have been used to reduce the overall 
spending ceiling for the year-or to reallo
cate the money to any program, domestic or 
millt ary. By coming in when they did, Wein
berger and Stockman evaded the congres
sional budget process. 

Their numbers look as suspicious as their 
timing. Their oil estimate, one nonpartisan 
congressional staff expert told me, is "terri
bly optimistic" -about $2 a barrel lower 
than any other figure extant. The predic
tion of savings on defense materiel flies in 
the face of the experience in the first half 
of 1983, when those costs outran estimates 
by almost 2 percent, the same specialist 
said. 

The latest incident-like Weinberger's ear
lier refusal to give the Armed Services Com
mittee the guidance it sought on areas for 
defense cutbacks-demonstrates this ap
pointed official's contempt for Congress. 
It does not matter a whit if Weinberger 

trashes a reporter. It matters a great deal if 
he trashes Congress, and gets away with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, as I in
dicated earlier, it was my intention to 
attempt to table this motion. I believe 
all those who have wanted to speak 
have now spoken. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
Gorton motion and I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, before 

the vote starts, let me say the Senate 
will come in at 10 a.m. This will be the 
last record vote tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Tennessee. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER), the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
MURKOWSKI), the Senator from Ver
mont <Mr. STAFFORD), the Senator 
from Connecticut <Mr. WEICKER) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
HOLLINGS) and the Senator from Lou
isiana <Mr. LoNG) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PREssLER). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 53, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.] 
YEAS-53 

Abdnor Hatch Nunn 
Andrews Hawkins Percy 
Armstrong Hecht Pressler 
Baker Heflin Quayle 
Bingaman Helms Roth 
Boren Huddleston Rudman 
Byrd Humphrey Simpson 
Chafee Inouye Stennis 
Cochran Jackson Stevens 
Cohen Jepsen Symms 
D 'Amato Johnston Thurmond 
Denton Kassebaum Tower 
Dixon Kasten Trible 
Dole La:xalt Wallop 
Domenicl Lugar Warner 
East Mattingly Wilson 
Gam McClure Zorlnsky 
Glenn Nickles 

NAYS-41 
Baucus Ex on Metzenbaum 
Bentsen Ford Mitchell 
Blden Gorton Moynihan 
Boschwitz Grassley Packwood 
Bradley Hart Pell 
Bumpers Hatfield ProxmJre 
Burdick Heinz Pryor 
Chiles Kennedy Randolph 
Cranston • Lautenberg Riegle 
Danforth Leahy Sarbanes 
DeConclni Levin Sasser 
Dodd Mathias Specter 
Duren berger Matsunaga Tsongas 
Eagleton Melcher · 

NOT VOTING-6 
Goldwater Long Stafford 
Hollln.gs Murkowski Welcker 

So the motion to lay on the table 
the motion to recommit S. 675 was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I rise for 
the purpose of engaging the distin
guished manager of the bill in a brief 
colloquy concerning the $150 million 
reduction directed by the Armed Serv
ices Committee in the Army procure
ment account for "Other Support 
Equipment." 

In its report accompanying the bill, 
the committee declared that, "In allo
cating the reduction, the Army should 
consider deferring those items which 
might be readily available from com
mercial sources should there be an 
outbreak of hostilities." 

In past communications with the 
able chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee and my esteemed col
league, the chairman of the Tactical 
Warfare Subcommittee, I have empha
sized the importance of providing full 
funding in fisca} year 1984 for the 
grader and scraper portions of the 
commerical construction equipment 
<CCE> program. I am concerned, 
therefore, that the report language 
guiding the allocation of the $150 mil
lion reduction not be construed by the 
Army as applying either exclusively or 
in part to the grader and scraper pro
curements. 

First, I would point out that the 
tractor scrapers and motor graders, 
which are produced by the Caterpillar 
Tractor Co. in Illinois, are highly spe
cialized pieces of equipment built to 
order for the Army and are not readily 
available from either factory or dis
tributor inventories. For example, this 
equipment is by design capable of 
withstanding chemical attack. The ve
hicles feature pressurized cabs and 
special, nonporous paints fully resist
ant to the powerful decontamination 
agents that would be applied following 
chemical attack. The chemical protec
tion features of the equipment are 
built into the vehicles starting at the 
subassembly stage and could not be 
added retroactively. As a result, any 
graders and scrapers that might be lo
cated in civilian hands during a crisis 
could not be upgraded to meet this 
crucial Army specification. 

If lesser-capable graders and scrap
ers could be located and expropriated 
in a contingency, the Army would find 
itself in possession of a hodge-podge of 
makes and models incompatible with 
the logistics base being established to 
support the standardized Caterpillar 
procurement. 

Second, I would also point out that 
these machmes are by nature extreme
ly large and bulky and, in general, not 
air-transportable. Accordingly, it is the 
Army's intention to buy this equip
ment now and preposition it in Europe 
and the Far East, thereby avoiding 
what would otherwise be an enormous 
transportation bottleneck during a 
rapid reinforcement operation. Wheel 
tractor scrapers, in particular, are not 
manufactured in Europe and therefore 
would be in very limited supply in 
event of hostilities in that region. 

Lastly, I would stress that in bidding 
on the Army's proposed multiyear con
tract for the CCE program, Caterpillar 
offered very low prices-about 50 per
cent of normal selling price-based on 
large quantity, accelerated delivery, its 
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strong desire to reemploy workers now 
unemployed because of continued de
pressed conditions in its commercial 
business, and therefore would be 
placed at a serious disadvantage if the 
contract should be reduced. The origi
nal Army contracts with Caterpillar 
were thus a bargain all around: The 
Army gets vital defense equipment at 
cut rate prices thus benefiting the 
American taxpayers enormously, and 
high-unemployment areas in illinois 
receive a desperately-needed shot in 
the arm. If, due to reduced funding, 
the Army were to liave to extend the 
planned CCE procurement program, 
the Army might well not be able to 
buy a standardized fleet of construc
tion equipment due to the very real 
possibility of model changes or a need 
to rebid the purchase. 

In light of these considerations, I 
would therefore ask the distinguished 
Senator from Texas to confirm that it 
was not the intent of the Armed Serv
ices Committee to reduce funding for 
the scraper and grader accounts below 
the level requested for fiscal year 
1984. 

Mr. TOWER. Let me say in response 
to my good friend from illinois, the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, that the reduc
tion made by the Armed Services Com
mittee in the Army's other procure
ment account is an undistributed re
duction-that is the committee has 
not specified how the Army will take 
the reduction. 

This other procurement account 
contains 121 different line items for 
miscellaneous equipment, ranging 
from firetrucks to railroad cars. The 
budget request for this account was 
$1.433 billion; the reduction of $150 
million made by the committee repre
sents a cut of just over 10 percent. 

With regard to the Senator's par
ticular question on construction equip
ment, the committee did not mandate 
cuts in any specific equipment items. 
The reduction will be distributed by 
the Army and the committee will be 
advised of where those specific cuts 
will be made-before any funds are ex
pended. In its normal oversight role, 
or the committee will either endorse 
the Army's recommended cuts or co
ordinate with the Army to modify the 
recommended cut list. I think it would 
be foolish to cut funds earmarked for 
ongoing contracts for construction 
equipment which are very advanta
geous to the Army; as the Senator 
points out, some of these contracts are 
providing equipment to the Army at a 
cost of about one-half of what com
mercial users are paying. I will be very 
surprised if the Army proposes to 
take, as part of the undistributed re
duction made by the committee, any 
significant reductions in the construc
tion programs that might jeopardize 
ongoing contracts for construction 
equipment. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator for 
that clarification and appreciate his 
continued cooperation on this vital 
procurement program. 

I know also the distinguished minor
ity leader of the House, Hon. RoBERT 
MICHEL, whose congressional district 
embraces the world headquarters of 
Caterpillar and who has worked dili
gently in the other body on this 
matter, would want me to express his 
deep appreciation as well. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. SYMMs) has 
a resolution which I think can be dis
posed of by voice vote very quickly. I 
think it has been cleared on all sides, 
so I would suggest, if he can be recog
nized for that purpose, we can close 
down the Armed Services Committee 
business here tonight, and how long 
Senator BAKER and Senator BYRD con
duct their business is up to them. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ROLE OF 
JAPANESE-AMERICANS IN THE 
SECOND WORLD WAR 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I have a 

resolution which I send to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution <S. Res. 173) recognizing the 
role of Japanese-Americans in the Second 
World War. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the 
United States of America owes a deep 
debt of gratitude to the Japanese
American servicemen who fought in 
World War II. 

The 100th Infantry Battalion, later 
united with the 442d Regimental 
Combat Team, fought with honor and 
distinction-and with heavy casual
ties-in Italy and France. Other Japa
nese-Americans, understanding the 
Japanese language, served in the Mili
tary Intelligence Service and were in 
effect the eyes and ears of Allied 
forces in the Pacific theater. Approxi
mately 33,300 Nisei, the first Ameri
can-born generation of Japanese, 
served in World War II. Many thou
sands never came back. 

Such service was performed during a 
very difficult period, not only in a na
tional sense, but more specifically in 
the individual and group lives of Japa
nese-Americans. It was during this 
period that the loyalty of those of 
Japanese descent was considered sus
pect. 

To Japanese-Americans such was not 
tolerable. Such was an insult to them 

as individuals and as Americans that 
had to be remedied. The record had to 
be set straight and their honor re
stored. 

Mr. President, the record was set 
straight. The resolution which I am in
troducing lists in only the merest 
detail the gallantry and heroism 
shown by these Japanese-Americans 
determined to leave no doubt that 
they too were Americans in the finest 
sense of the word. 

These individuals proved their loyal
ty. For them the issue was settled, the 
matter closed. Those that returned, re
turned not to demand apologies, dam
ages, or reparations of some manner as 
a result of the Nation doubting their 
loyalty. To them, such would have 
been an insult. They returned to build 
a future for themselves and their fam
ilies in this country which they love, 
and a future they did build. Americans 
of Japanese descent have, through 
their efforts, fully integrated them
selves and have distinguished them
selves in our national life. 

The Japanese-American servicemen 
did more than help win the war 
against fascism abroad. They won the 
respect and trust of their fellow Amer
icans of every national and racial 
origin. 

I think it is worthy to note that we 
have two very distinguished Senators 
for Hawaii who were part of this unit. 
I think the American people owe a 
great debt of gratitude to all those 
men who proved their loyalty to the 
United States at a very crucial time in 
our history. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 
just a word of appreciation. I thank 
the Senator from Idaho for submitting 
the resolutions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolutton <S. Res. 173) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. REs.l73 
Whereas the lOOth infantry Battalion, the 

442nd Regimental Combat Team, and the 
Japanese-Americans who served in the Mili
tary Intelligence Service in the Pacific The
ater served valiantly in the Second World 
War; 

Whereas the men of the lOOth Infantry 
Battalion and the 442nd Regimental 
Combat Team received, among other 
awards, seven Presidential Unit Citations, 
one Congressional Medal of Honor, fifty-two 
Distinguished Service Crosses, five hundred 
sixty silver Star Medals, over four thousand 
Purple Heart Medals and Oak Leaf Clusters, 
and over four thousand Bronze Star Medals 
with more than twelve thousand Oak Leaf 
Clusters; and 

Whereas these American soldiers risked 
their lives in the service of this country, suf
fering in the process a casualty rate of over 
45 percent: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes the 
debt of gratitude owed by all Americans to 
those Japanese-Americans who served this 
country so valiantly and honorably in the 
field of battle during the Second World 
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War, and expresses to the 100th Infantry 
Battalion, the 442nd Regimental Combat 
Team, and all of those Japanese-Americans 
who served in the Military Intelligence 
Service the deepest admiration and most 
sincere thanks of the Nation. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be 
a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, to last for 1 minute, 
in which Senators may speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE 75TH BIRTHDAY OF PAR-
LIAMENTARIAN EMERITUS 
"DOC" RIDDICK 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, today 

is the 75th birthday of the Parliamen
tarian Emeritus of the U.S. Senate, 
Floyd M. Riddick, known to all of us, 
with affection and respect, as "Doc." 

Born in Gates County, N.C., on July 
13, 1908, Dr. Riddick attended Vander
bilt and Duke Universities, earning his 
doctorate in political science at Duke 
in 1935. While researching his doctoral 
dissertation, he spent the year of 1933 
observing the workings of the U.S. 
House of Representatives, a study 
which he eventually expanded and 
published as Congressional Procedure 
in 1941. Moving to Washington, first 
as a statistical analyst for the FERA, 
and then for the Rural Resettlement 
Administration, he continued his con
gressional research interests, as an in
structor of political science at Ameri
can University from 1936 to 1939, and 
later as editor of the Congressional 
Daily for Congressional Intelligence, 
Inc., from 1939 to 1943. He then edited 
Legislative Daily for the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce from 1943 to 1947, a 
project which led to an invitation to 
establish a "Daily Digest" in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. From 1947 to 1951, 
Dr. Riddick established and continued 
the Senate "Daily Digest." It was from 
that post that Doc joined the office of 
Parliamentarian, where he remained 
for 24 years. 

Dr. Riddick is the author of numer
ous scholarly books and articles on 
congressional activities. These include 
"Congressional Procedure" <1941), 
"Congress in Action" 0948), "The U.S. 
Congress: Organization and Proce
dure" 0949), "Senate Procedure" 
<1958, 1964, 1974), and a series of arti
cles summarizing the work of each 
Congress from the 76th through the 
90th Congresses, appearing in the 
American Political Science Review and 
the Western Political Quarterly. 

Doc's wisdom, knowledge, counsel 
and patience have enhanced the lives 
of those Senators and staff who have 
worked with him during these many 
years; his steadfast commitment and 
love for the U.S. Senate has enhanced 
the stature and strength of that vital 
institution. 

Since so-called retirement in 1974, 
he has continued to give generously of 
his time and talent, writing and pub
lishing "History of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, United 
States Senate and Senate Procedure," 
and codifying the Standing Rules of 
the Senate; advising Senators and 
speaking to parliamentary groups; 
serving as the Rules and Administra
tion Committee's resident wise man; 
being honored by election to the presi
dency of the American Institute of 
Parliamentarians and the Cosmos 
Club; and, more recently, serving as 
the principal consultant to the work of 
the Senate Study Group, the distin
guished former Senators James Pear
son and Abraham Ribicoff. 

Dr. Riddick's direct observation of, 
and participation in, the work of the 
Congress spans an eventful 50 years. 
We look forward to many more years 
of association with this man of the 
Senate, Floyd M. Riddick. 

ILLINOIS MANUFACTURERS 
SUPPORT TRADE DEPARTMENT 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I had 

the opportunity to meet with the 
members of the Illinois Manufacturers 
Association on June 24, 1983. They 
support the formation of a Depart
ment of International Trade and In
dustry embodied in Senator RoTH's 
bill, S. 121. The IMA joined the Na
tional Association of Manufacturers 
and other organizations and business
es that have expressed their support 
for an International Trade Depart
ment. The Illinois State Chamber of 
Commerce will take a position on this 
legislation soon and I look forward to 
their recommendation, too. 

The IMA correctly sees that the sta
bility and future of the U.S. economy 
depends on our success in foreign mar
kets. Over 20 percent of U.S. products 
are exported and 80 percent of the 
manufacturing jobs created between 
1977 and 1980 were in export indus
tries. 

Under Senator RoTH's proposal, our 
foreign trade policy would be estab
lished by the combined efforts of the 
Department of Commerce and the 
Office of U.S. Trade Representative 
under the new Department of Trade 
and Industry. The IMA believes this 
new department would speak with an 
effective, unified voice that would pro
mote the expansion of U.S. exports. 

So that this demand for the reorga
nization of the Department of Com
merce may receive more attention, I 
ask unanimous consent that the full 

text of the "I.M.A. Position Regarding 
the Creation of a New U.S. Interna
tional Trade Department" be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

I.M.A. POSITION RE CREATION or NEW U.S. 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE DEPARTIIENT 

The Administration recently proposed the 
creation of a cabinet-level Department of 
International Trade and Industry. Earlier, 
Senator William Rot,P <R-DE> had Intro
duced S. 121, the "Trade Reorganization Act 
of 1983." A somewhat similar bill, H.R. 2630 
<Bonk.er, O.WA>. is also under consideration 
in the House. These actions are In response 
to the growing demand for some type of fed
eral government reorganization designed to 
cope more adequately with International 
trade problems. 

International trade has become Increas
ingly central to the United States economy. 
We are the world's largest exporter. Over 20 
percent of everything we produce is export
ed; one of every three acres of land under 
cultivation is for export, and one In six In
dustrial jobs is dependent on exports. Some 
23 percent of all manufactured goods is ex
ported. Between 1977 and 1980, four out of 
five new manufacturing jobs were attributa
ble to exports. In addition, more than 70 
percent of all U.S. goods is now effectively 
in international competition. A concerted 
trade effort is sorely needed to counter for-
eign competition. . 

Under the Administration's proposal, the 
trade policy functions of the Department of 
Commerce and the trade negotiations now 
carried out by the Office of U.S. Trade Rep
resentative would be joined In a single de
partment. Non-trade functions of the De
partment of Commerce would be assigned to 
other areas of government. The Export
Import Bank, the essential credit financing 
tool, would also be joined. The new depart
ment would not only provide a leaner, more 
efficient, better coordinated approach to 
international trade, but would also help to 
achieve many key objectives: 

A healthy and open system of Internation
al trade; 

Expansion of U.S. exports; 
Reduction of overseas barriers so that 

American firms can compete more effective
ly abroad; 

Encouragement of the private sector to 
seek out more opportunities overseas; 

And of great importance, Insurance that 
America speaks with a strong, unified voice 
In trade and Industrial matters. 

The National Association of Manufactur
ers <NAM> and the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce are both supporting the concept. The 
NAM has long advocated a unified trade de
partment which would act as a logical plan
ner, central reference point and strong 
spokesman for exports. The State Depart
ment, which has a natural concern for trade 
policy, has also Indicated agreement. 

It is recommended that the board approve 
an I.M.A. position In support of a Depart
ment of International Trade and Industry 
for communication to the Dllnois congres
sional delegation. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
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the Senate by Mr. Saunders. one of his S.J. Res. 96. Joint resolution to designate the effectiveness of Federal health officials 
secretaries. August 1, 1983, as "Helsinki Human Rights in investigating and communicating to the 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session. the Acting 
President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to 
the appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed in the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 6:10 p.m .• a message from the 
House of Representatives. delivered by 
Mr. Berry. one of its reading clerks. 
announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled bill: 

S. 929. An act to amend the Act of July 2, 
1940, as amended, pertaining to appropria
tions for the Canal Zone Biological Area. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. Tlrolu.IOND). 

At 8:30 p.m.. a message from the 
House of Representatives. delivered by 
Mr. Berry. announced that the House 
agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 3392) to 
amend the Agricultural Act of 1949. 
with an amendment. in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills. in which it requests the concur
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 10. An act to amend the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 and the Appalachian Regional Devel
opment Act of 1956; 

H.R. 2163. An act to amend the Federal 
Boat Safety Act of 1974, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.R. 2809. An act to establish a National 
Fish and Wildlife Foundation. 

HOUSE MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent. and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 10. An act to amend the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 and the Appalachian Regional Devel
opment Act of 1965; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

H.R. 2163. An act to amend the Federal 
Boat Safety Act of 1974, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 2809. An act to establish a National 
Fish and Wildlife Foundation; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate report
ed that on today. July 13. 1983. he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled joint res
olution: 

Day." public necessary health information. and 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate. together with 
accompanying papers. reports. and 
documents. which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-1428. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on a proposed foreign military sale to 
Israel; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1429. A communication from the 
Acting Secretary of the Navy transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation authorizing re
imbursement for expenses by certain mem
bers of the uniformed services deprived of 
their quarters aboard ship; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-1430. A communication from the 
President of the United States transmitting, 
pursuant to law, notice that he is waiving 
the ceiling on troops permanently stationed 
ashore in Europe by the number of person
nel associated with deployment of ground
launched Cruise Missiles in Europe; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1431. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, 
Reserve Affairs, and Logistics transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on the comprehen
sive study of the DOD dependent's school 
system; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

EC-1432. A communication from the 
Acting Secretary of State transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report listing Soviet nation
als participating in the 1983-84 U.S.
U.S.S.R. graduate student/young faculty 
and senior research scholar exchange and 
their topics and places of study; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1433. A communication from the 
Acting Comptroller General of the United 
States transinitting, pursuant to law, a list 
of General Accounting Office reports issued 
during May 1983; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-1434. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of Health and Human 
Services for Health transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on two new Privacy Act sys
tems of records; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-1435. A communication from the 
Chairman of the U.S. Merit Systems Protec
tion Board transinitting, pursuant to law, 
the Board's study of the 1981 reductions-in
force in the Federal Government; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1436. A communication from the Sec
retary of the National Aviation Hall of 
Fame, Inc. transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the calendar year 1982 audit report for the 
National Aviation Hall of Fame; to the Com
Inittee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITI'EES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 

Labor and Human Resources, with amend
ments: 

S. 772. A bill to promote public health by 
improving public awareness of the health 
consequences of smoking and to increase 

for other purposes <with additional and mi
nority views> <Rept. No. 98-177>. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Fi
nance: 

Stephen J. Swift, of California. to be a 
Judge of the United States Tax Court for a 
term expiring fifteen years after he takes 
office. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced. read the first 
and second times by unanimous con
sent. and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. KASTEN (for himself and Mr. 
PROXMIRE): 

S. 1610. A bill to establish the wilderness 
areas in Wisconsin; to the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. 
GARN): 

S. 1611. A bill entitled the "Arizona Strip 
District Wilderness Act of 1983"; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. BAKER (by request>: 
S. 1612. A bill to amend title VIII of the 

Act commonly referred to as the Civil 
Rights Act of 1978 to provide the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development and the 
Attorney General with additional authority 
to enforce rights to fair housing, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TRIBLE (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. THuR.MoND): 

S. 1613. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, with respect to the provision of 
medical benefits and post and base ex
change and commissary store privileges to 
certain former spouses of certain members 
or former members of the Armed Forces; to 
the Cominittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HEINZ <for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. PACK
WOOD): 

S. 1614. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to allow States to imple
ment coordinated programs of acute and 
long-term care for those individuals who are 
eligible for both medicare and medicaid; to 
the Cominittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA <for himself, 
Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SARBANES. 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. 
BYRD): 

S. 1615. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to authorize payment 
for occupational therapy services under part 
B of the medicare program; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. STEVENS <for himself and 
Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 1616. A bill to revise the laws regarding 
the transportation of Government cargoes 
in United States-flag vessels; to the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion. 
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By Mr. STEVENS <for himself and 

Mr. INOUYE): 
S. 1617. A bill to provide for consideration 

of certain policy objectives in order to pro
mote the development and maintenance of 
an efficient ocean transportation system, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN <for himself and 
Mr. D'AIIATo): 

S.J. Res. 128. A joint resolution to desig
nate the day of October 22, 1983, as "Metro
politan Opera Day."; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SYMMS: 
S. Res. 173. A resolution to recognize the 

role of Japanese-Americans in the Second 
World War; considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. KASTEN <for himself 
and Mr. PROXMIRE): 

S. 1610. A bill to establish the wil
derness areas in Wisconsin; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

WISCONSIN WILDERNESS ACT 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to announce that today I 
am introducing legislation to create 
four new wilderness areas in my home 
State of Wisconsin. 

This legislation will give these areas 
the special protection necessary to 
maintain their wild character. By 
bringing these areas into the National 
Wilderness Preservation System, they 
will be protected in an undeveloped 
state for the use and enjoyment of 
present and future generations of 
Americans. 

The bill which I am introducing 
today will create four new wilderness 
areas. Those areas are: the "Porcupine 
Lake" area comprising 4,235 acres of 
the Chequamegon National Forest; 
and the "Headwaters Wilderness" 
area, comprised of three adjoining 
tracts in the Nicolet National Forest: 
the "Kimball Creek" area <7,527 
acres>; "Headwaters of the Pine" 
(8,872 acres>; and "Shelp Lake" (3,705 
acres). 

By designating these lands as wilder
ness, Congress will assure that they 
remain undisturbed by man. By defini
tion, wilderness is an area where man 
is but a visitor, and his actions should 
leave no lasting mark. These areas are 
to remain undisturbed so that future 
generations can see the land as our 
settling forefathers first experienced 
it. 

In drafting this legislation, I have 
worked very closely with groups who 
use Wisconsin's national forests. This 
bill will give the needed protection to 
those lands most suitable for manage-

ment as wilderness. It will protect the 
most significant roadless areas in the 
State where incompatible land uses 
have not already become established. 
In addition, it will not take commer
cially important lands out of produc
tion or otherwise impair the important 
forest products industry in my home 
State. 

Joining me in introducing this bill 
today is the senior Senator from Wis
consin <Senator PRoXMIRE). His coop
eration throughout the process of 
drafting this legislation has been most 
helpful. Also joining on a companion 
bill will be a number of other members 
of the Wisconsin delegation in the 
House of Representatives. I believe 
that with the broad bipartisan support 
of the Wisconsin delegation action can 
be soon taken to enact this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the complete text of this im
portant legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1610 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in fur
therance of the purposes of the Wilderness 
Act <78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131>-

< 1 > Certain lands within the Chequame
gon National Forest, Wisconsin which are 
generally depicted on the map entitled 
"Porcupine Lake" comprising four thousand 
two hundred and thirty-five acres; and 

(2) certain lands within the Nicolet Na
tional Forest, Wisconsin, generally known 
as the "Headwaters Wilderness," and which 
are depicted on the maps entitled-

<A> "Kimball Creek" comprising seven 
thousand five hundred and twenty-seven 
acres; 

<B> "Headwaters of the Pine" comprising 
eight thousand eight hundred and seventy
two acres; and 

<C> "Shelp Lake" comprising three thou
sand seven hundred and five acres, 
are hereby designated as wilderness, and 
therefore as a component of the national 
wilderness system. 

SEC. 2. Subject to valid existing rights, the 
wilderness areas designated by this act shall 
be administered by the Secretary of Agricul
ture in accordance with the provisions of 
the Wilderness Act governing areas desig
nated by that Act as wilderness, except that 
any reference in such provisions to the ef
fective date of the Wilderness Act shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the effective 
date of this Act. 

SEC. 3. <a> The Congress finds that-
< 1 > the Department of Agriculture has 

completed the second roadless area review 
and evaluation program <RARE II>; and 

<2> the Congress has made its own review 
and examination of national forest roadless 
areas in Wisconsin and the environmental 
impacts associated with alternative alloca
tions of such areas. 

(b) On the basis of such review, the Con
gress hereby determines and directs that-

<1> without passing on the question of the 
legal and factual sufficiency of the RARE II 
final environmental statement <dated Janu
ary 1979> with respect to national forest 
lands in States other than Wisconsin, such 

statement shall not be subject to Judieial 
review with respect to national forest 
system lands in the State of Wisconsin; 

<2> with respect to the national forest 
lands in the State of Wisconsin which were 
reviewed by the Department of Agriculture 
in the second roadless area review and eval
uation <RARE II), that review and evalua
tion shall be deemed for the purposes of the 
initial land management plans required for 
such lands by the Forest and Rangeland Re
newable Resources Planning Act of 1974 as 
amended by the National Forest Manage
ment Act of 1976 <Public Law 94-588) to be 
an adequate consideration of the suitability 
of such lands for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System and the De
partment of Agriculture shall not be re
quired to review the wilderness option prior 
to the revision of the initial plans and in no 
case prior to the date established by law for 
completion of the intitial planning cycle; 

<3> areas in the State of Wisconsin re
viewed in such final environmental state
ment and not designated as wilderness by 
this Act shall be managed for multiple use 
pursuant to section 6 of the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act of 1974 as amended by the National 
Forest Management Act of 1976; and 

<4> unless expressly authorized by Con
gress the Department of Agriculture shall 
not conduct any further statewide roadless 
area review and evaluation of national 
forest system lands in the State of Wiscon
sin for the purpose of determining their 
suitability for inclusion in the National Wil
derness Preservation System. 

SEC. 4. As soon as practicable after enact
ment of this Act, maps and legal descrip
tions of the wilderness areas designated by 
this Act shall be filed with the Committees 
on Agriculture and Interior and Insular M
fairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate, and such maps 
and legal descriptions shall have the same 
force and effect as if included in this Act: 
Provided, however, That corrections of cleri
cal and typographical errors in such legal 
descriptions and maps may be made. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is 
with great pleasure that I join with 
Senator KAsTEN in offering this com
promise wilderness bill for Wisconsin. 

I am especially happy that all the 
many interests affected by wilderness 
designations participated in the proc
ess including representatives of the 
forest products industry as well as en
vironmental groups and State govern
ment. 

The bill represents the culmination 
of almost a decade of discussion and 
planning, beginning with the Eastern 
Wilderness Act in the early 1970's and 
continuing with the RARE II process 
which started in 1977. My own office 
has actively participated in the proc
ess since 1980. 

The bill is a very modest one. It des
ignates four areas for a total of 24,339 
acres-only about one-fourth of all 
acres studied. Included are Porcupine 
Lake in the Chequamegon National 
Forest and the Kimball Creek, head
waters of the Pine and Shelp Lake 
areas of the Nicolet National Forest. 
The rest is released for multiple use. 
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The Porcupine Lake area includes a 

mile-long lake used for canoeing and a 
section of the North Country Trail. 
The area has great biological diversity, 
great potential for recreation and di
verse topography. 

The three areas in the Nicolet Na
tional Forest are contiguous and to
gether include the entire watershed of 
the Pine River, a Wisconsin State pro
tected wild river. Designation will pro
tect the water quality of the river and 
improve its potential for wilderness 
recreation. 

Shelp Lake includes two State scien
tific areas and one of the few remain
ing stands of old-growth pine in the 
Midwest. 

While the new wilderness areas will 
offer unique opportunities for recrea
tion as well as solitude, their designa
tion will have very little impact on 
State timber harvests. The Porcupine 
Lake area eliminates less than 1 per
cent of the saw timber base of the 
Chequamegon National Forest while 
most of the three Nicolet wilderness 
areas are swampy and not suitable for 
timbering. 

Two significant areas have been left 
out of the bill but we hope the com
mittee will deal with them in report 
language. They are the St. Peter's 
Dome area in Ashland County and the 
Round Lake old growth white pine 
stand in Price County, both located in 
Chequamegon National Forest. 

This bill offers real protection to 
some of Wisconsin's most unique and 
valuable areas and I will work hard to 
get it enacted. 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, 
Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HATCH, 
and Mr. GARN): 

S. 1611. A bill entitled the "Arizona 
Strip District Wilderness Act of 1983"; 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT WILDERNESS ACT OF 
1983 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, Senator GoLDWATER, 
Senator HATCH, and Senator GARN, I 
am pleased to introduce today an Ari
zona and Utah wilderness bill which is 
the result of a great deal of hard work, 
negotiation and compromise by nu
merous representatives of the mining 
industry, the environmental communi
ty, the ranching interests, State, and 
local governments, and ordinary citi
zens. While no group was able to 
secure everything they wanted, I be
lieve this bill is a fine representation 
of what can be achieved when indus
try and conservation interests work 
hand-in-hand. 

The Arizona Strip District Wilder
ness Act of 1983 will make significant 
and timely contributions to our Na
tion's existing Federal wilderness 
system. At the same time, this meas
ure will insure that those areas which 
are unsuitable for wilderness designa-

tion be opened to permit multiple use 
of the resources. 

Mr. President, this bill will add ap
proximately 400,000 acres of Bureau 
of Land Management and Forest Serv
ice land within- Arizona and Utah to 
the wilderness system. It is carefully 
designed to preserve for future genera
tions of Americans the unequaled 
beauty of proposed wilderness units 
known as Kanab Creek; Cottonwood 
Point; Mount Logan; Mount Tumble; 
Saddle Mountain; Paria Canyon-Ver
milion Cliffs; Paiute; and the Beaver 
Dam Mountains located in Utah. All 
of these areas have been thoroughly 
reviewed for potential wilderness des
ignation by the BLM and the Forest 
Service. Their conclusion has been 
that these areas possess those out
standing qualities and characteristics 
suitable for wilderness. Many of these 
rugged areas within the Arizona Strip 
have been untouched by man-they 
are remote and wild but provide great 
recreational and hiking potential as 
well as enormous sightseeing opportu
nities. The Arizona Strip rests beyond 
the great gorges of the Grand Canyon 
and possesses many of the same geo
logic features and formations of that 
natural wonder. The environment con
tains stationary sand dunes, archeo
logical remains, volcanic formation, 
sedimentary layers of cliff that rise 
hundreds of feet above the desert, and 
offers magnificent panoramic views. 
The Mount Trumbell unit has promi
nent archeological values such as a 40-
room pueblo dwelling and the remains 
of ancient walls and scattered pottery. 
The Paria unit contains the White 
Pockets Hole-in-the-Rock with numer
ous buttes, alcoves, washes, and sand 
dunes providing many places for seclu
sion and solitude. Mount Logan pos
sesses a large colorful ampitheater
shaped depression known as Hells 
Hole presenting a spectacular sightsee
ing opportunity. 

Units to be designated in the strip 
also contain prime habitat for many 
species of fish and wildlife. Some of 
the animals which inhabit the area are 
mule deer, desert bighorn sheep, 
pronghorn antelope, small mammals, 
bald and golden eagles, broadwinged 
hawks, the horned and pygmy owls, 
the peregrine falcon, the black hawk 
and snowy egrets. Vegetation ranges 
from creosotebush and Joshua-trees to 
ponderosa pine forests. 

Mr. President, the Arizona Strip, 
while abundant in mineral resources 
vital to our national security and lands 
important to ranching, is one of the 
most scenic and striking areas of the 
Southwest. Placing some of its most 
valued parcels under the protection of 
Federal wilderness will enhance its 
qualities and insure that these pristine 
areas are there for future generations 
of Americans to enjoy. 

Mr. President, this bill was carefully 
crafted to accommodate the needs and 

desires of interests within and outside 
of our State. While it is important to 
allow the development of strategic 
minerals which protect our Nation's 
security and allow grazing, there is 
one area in the strip, which I hope can 
be protected to preserve its scenic, nat
ural and wildlife values at the same 
time. The Lower Grand Wash Cliffs 
are located in a geologic and ecologic 
transition zone between the Great 
Basin and the Colorado Plateau. It is a 
spectacular uplift on the western edge 
of the strip which is rich in uranium 
deposits. Mr. President, I believe there 
is a way to protect the scenic and nat
ural values of this area through its 
designation as a national conservation 
area which will allow important multi
ple-use activities to continue. I intend 
to explore this concept with the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee during the hearing process. 

Mr. President, this wilderness bill 
has the support of all users of the land 
and its resources. The cooperative and 
spirited attitude of the representatives 
of Energy Fuels, Inc. and the Wilder
ness Society have helped to accom
plish a truly "consensus" bill. Both or
ganizations deserve a great deal of 
praise and credit for their fair-minded 
and professional approach to design
ing a balanced bill. 

In closing, I would like to point out 
that this measure does contain "re
lease" and "sufficiency" language for 
BLM and Forest Service lands in the 
strip area. It is my hope that this bill 
can be expeditiously considered by the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee so that appropriate steps to 
allow development and protection can 
move forward.e 

By Mr. BAKER (by request>: 
S. 1612. A bill to amend title VIII of 

the act commonly referred to as the 
Civil Rights Act of 1968 to provide the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment and the Attorney General 
with additional authority to enforce 
rights to fair housing, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

FAIR HOUSING AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1983 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, today, I 
am pleased to introduce at the request 
of the President, the administration's 
proposals to the Fair Housing Act. 
These amendments to the landmark 
1968 measure are designed to strength
en the enforcement of fair housing 
laws throughout the country. 

President Reagan's action today re
affirms what he declared in his state 
of the Union message earlier this eyar, 
that he would make every effort for 
"effective enforcement of our national 
fair housing laws ... that are ... es
sential to insuring equal opportunity." 

Mr. President, I want to commend 
President Reagan on this initiatve, 
and also commend Senators MATHIAs 
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and KENNEDY for their proposal on 
this issue as well as the many Senators 
of both parties for their tireless ef
forts on behalf of equal rights and 
guaranteed enforcements in housing. 

Clearly, all of us adhere to the same 
objective on this issue-to rid our soci
ety of discrimination, and to encour
age true enforcement of any violations 
that threaten that tenet. I ask unani
mous consent Mr. President that the 
text of the bill, a section-by-section 
analysis, and an editorial that ap
peared in the Washington Post on 
June 15 of this year be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 

SECTION This Act may be cited as the 
"Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1983". 

SHORT TITLE FOR 1968 ACT 

SEC. 2. The Act entitled "An Act to pre
scribe penalties for certain acts of violence 
or intimidation, and for other purposes" 
<Public Law 90-284, approved April11, 1968) 
is amended by inserting immediately after 
the comma at the end of the enacting clause 
the following: "That this Act may be cited 
as the 'Civil Rights Act of 1968'.". 

SEc. 3. Title VIII of the Act entitled "An 
Act to prescribe penalties for certain acts of 
violence or intimidation, and for other pur
poses" <Public Law 90-284, approved April 
11, 1968) is amended by inserting immedi
ately after the title's catchline the following 
new section: 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 800. This title may be referred to as 
the 'Fair Housing Act'.". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 4. Section 802 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to prescribe penalties for certain acts of 
violence or intimidation, and for other pur
poses" <Public Law 90-284, approved April 
11, 1968) is amended-

<a> by striking out "or 806." in subsection 
(f) and inserting in lieu thereof "806, or 
817."; and 

(b) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(h) 'Conciliation' means the resolution of 
issues raised by a complaint and its investi
gation, through informal negotiations in
volving the person aggrieved, the respond
ent and the Secretary <or a State or local 
agency to which a complaint is referred>. 

"(i) 'Conciliation agreement' means a writ
ten record, executed by the person ag
grieved and the respondent and <except in 
the case of an agreement obtained by a 
State or local agency to which a complaint 
is referred> approved by the Secretary, set
ting out the terms under which the issues 
raised by a complaint and its investigation 
have been resolved. 

"<J> 'Respondent' includes the person 
named in a complaint, or any other person 
identified in the course of investigation as a 
person who participated in, or was responsi
ble for, an alleged discriminatory housing 
practice. 

"<k> 'Handicap' means, with respect to a 
person, <1> a physical or mental impairment 
which substantially limits one or more of 
such person's major life activities, <2> a 

record of having such an impairment, or (3) 
being regarded as having such an impair
ment; but such term does not include any 
current impairment that consists of alcohol
ism or drug abuse, or any other impairment 
that would be a direct threat to the proper
ty or the safety of others.". 

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST THE HANDICAPPED 

SEc. 5. Section 804 of such Act is amend
ed-

<a> by adding the following after subsec
tion <e>: 

"(f)(l) To refuse to sell or rent after the 
making of a bona fide offer, or to refuse to 
negotiate for the sale or rental of, a dwell
ing to any person because of a handicap of a 
prospective buyer or renter or of any person 
associated with such buyer or renter unless 
such handicap would prevent a prospective 
dwelling occupant from complying with 
such rules, policies, and practices as are per
mitted by paragraph <2> of this subsection. 

"(2) To discriminate against any person in 
the terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or 
rental of a dwelling, or in the provision of 
services or facilities in connection there
with, because of handicap. For purposes of 
this paragraph-

"<A> discrimination includes-
"(i) refusal to permit reasonable modifica

tions of premises occupied, or to be occu
pied, by persons with a handicap which are 
necessary to afford such handicapped per
sons ready access to and use of premises, 
but in the case of a rental, no modification 
need be permitted unless the renter first 
agrees to restore the premises to the condi
tion which existed before such modification, 
reasonable wear and tear excepted; and 

"<ii> refusal to make reasonable accommo
dations in policies, practices, rules, services, 
or facilities when such accommodations are 
necessary to afford handicapped persons 
ready access to and use of dwellings; and 

"<B> discrimination does not include-
"(i) refusal to make alterations in prem

ises at the expense of sellers, landlords, 
owners, brokers, building managers, or per
sons acting on their behalf; 

"(ii) refusal to modify generally applicable 
rules, policies, practices, services, or facili
ties where such modification would result in 
expense to sellers, landlords, owners, bro
kers, building managers, or persons acting 
on their behalf or unreasonable inconven
ience to other affected persons; or 

"(iii> refusal to allow architectural 
changes to, or modifications of, buildings 
which would decrease the marketability or 
value of a building or alter the manner in 
which a building or its environs has been, or 
is intended to be, use."; and 

<b> by inserting "handicap", immediately 
after "sex," each place it appears in sections 
805 and 806, and subsections (c), <d> and <e> 
of section 804 of such Act. 

ENFORCEMENT BY THE GOVERNMENT 

SEc. 6. Section 810 of such Act is amend
ed-

<a> by striking out "Within thirty days 
after receiving a complaint, or within thirty 
days after the expiration of any period of 
reference under subsection <c>, the" in sub
section <a> and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The"; 

<b> by adding after "person aggrieved" in 
the fourth sentence of subsection <a> the 
phrase "and to the respondent"; 

<c> by adding the following after the 
fourth sentence in subsection <a>: 

"The Secretary shall make and give notice 
of his decision whether to resolve the com
plaint as promptly as possible and, so far as 

practicable, not later than one hundred and 
twenty days after receiving the complaint or 
after expiration of any period of reference 
under subsection <c>."; 

<d> by adding the following at the end of 
subsection <a>: "A conciliation agreement 
may provide for binding arbitration of the 
dispute arising from the complaint. Any ar
bitration that results from a concutation 
agreement under this section may award ap
propriate specific relief, including monetary 
relief, to the person aggrieved."; 

<e> by adding the following after the third 
sentence in subsection <b>: 

"A person who is not named in a com
plaint, but who is identified in the course of 
investigation as a respondent, may be joined 
as an additional or substitute respondent by 
means of written notice from the Secretary. 
Such notice shall set out the procedural 
rights and obligations of respondents and 
shall explain the basis for the Secretary's 
belief that the person to whom the notice is 
addressed is properly joined as a respond
ent. The notice shall be accompanied by a 
copy of the original complaint."; 

<f> by striking out subsection <c> and in
serting the following in lieu thereof: 

"(c) Whenever a complaint alleges a dis
criminatory housing practice which appears 
to constitute a violation of a State or local 
fair housing law within the jurisdiction of a 
State or local public agency which has been 
certified by the Secretary under this subsec
tion, the Secretary shall refer such com
plaint to such agency and, except as provid
ed in this subsection, shall take no further 
action with respect to such complaint if the 
appropriate State or local agency has, 
within thirty days from the date of referral, 
commenced proceedings in the matter and, 
having done so, carries forward such pro
ceedings with reasonable promptness. The 
Secretary shall -take action as provided in 
subsection <a> on a complaint referred to a 
State or local agency on which a final dispo
sition by such agency has not been obtained 
upon request by the complainant made at 
any time not less than ninety days following 
the date of referral, provided that the Sec
retary may continue such action from time 
to time so long as the Secretary believes, on 
the basis of consultation with the State or 
local agency, that the ongoing efforts of 
such agency are likely to result in satisfac
tory resolution of the complaint. The Secre
tary also may take further action at any 
time on a complaint referred to a State or 
local agency if the Secretary certifies that 
his judgment, under the circumstances of 
the particular case, the protection of the 
rights of the parties or the interests of Jus
tice require such action. In making such cer
tification with respect to a complaint on 
which a final disposition by a State or local 
agency has been obtained, the Secretary 
shall accord substantial weight to the find
ings and conclusions made by the State or 
local agency. In no event shall the Secretary 
take further action where the State or local 
agency has obtained a conciliation agree
ment. An agency may be certified under this 
paragraph if the Secretary determines that 
the substantive rights protected by such 
agency are substantially equivalent to such 
rights protected by this title (provided that 
an agency may be certified with respect to 
discriminatory housing practices based on 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin 
notwithstanding that the agency does not 
provide substantially equivalent protection 
against discriminatory housing practices 
based on handicap> and that the authority 
of such agency to investigate and conciliate 
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complalnts is substantially equivalent to 
such authority granted to the Secretary by 
and under this title."; and 

(g) by striking out subsection <d> and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"<d><l> Whenever a complaint is filed with 
the Secretary, or whenever the Secretary is 
taking further action on a complaint previ
ously referred to a State or local fair hous
ing agency pursuant to subsection <c> of this 
section, and the Secretary determines on 
the basts of a preliminary investigation that 
prompt judicial action is necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this title, the Secretary 
may refer the matter to the Attorney Gen
eral with a recommendation that a civil 
action be flled on behalf of the United 
States for appropriate temporary or prelimi
nary relief pending final disposition of the 
complalnt by the Secretary. Any temporary 
restraining order or other order granting 
preliminary or temporary relief shall be 
issued in accordance with Rule 65 of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

"(2) If within thirty days after notifica
tion to a respondent of the Secretary's deci
sion to resolve a complaint, the Secretary 
has not secured an acceptable conciliation 
agreement, the Secretary may at any time 
thereafter refer the matter to the Attorney 
General with a recommendation that a civil 
action be filed on behalf of the United 
States. Nothing in this paragraph shall pre
vent the referral of a complaint to the At
torney General before the expiration of 
thirty days after notification of the Secre
tary's decision to resolve a complaint, if the 
Secretary certifies that conciliation of the 
complaint has been attempted and that ad
ditional efforts are considered unlikely to be 
successful. 

"<3> The Secretary, in the Secretary's sole 
discretion, may refer any matter otherwise 
within the Secretary's jurisdiction under 
this title to the Attorney General with a 
recommendation that appropriate action be 
taken. 

"<4> Whenever the Secretary has reasona
ble cause to believe that a respondent has 
failed to comply with a conciliation agree
ment approved by the Secretary, the Secre
tary may refer the matter to the Attorney 
General with a recommendation that a civil 
action be flled on behalf of the United 
States for the enforcement of the terms of 
the agreement in an appropriate district 
court. In any proceeding brought under this 
paragraph, the petition for enforcement 
shall include a true copy of the conciliation 
agreement, and the court's inquiry shall be 
limited to interpretation of the agreement's 
terms and to factual issues concerning the 
nature and extent of the respondent's al
leged failure to comply with the agreement. 
Nothing in this paragraph shall prevent the 
court from setting aside or modifying any 
provision of a conciliation agreement upon a 
finding that the provision is unconscionable 
or in derogation of the Constitution or laws 
of the United States. 

"(5) Actions may be brought under this 
section in any appropriate United States dis
trict court. If the court finds that the re
spondent has engaged or is about to engage 
in a discriminatory housing practice, the 
court may award such preventive relief, in
cluding a permanent or temporary injunc
tion, restraining order, or other order, 
against the person or persons responsible 
for a violation of this title as is necessary to 
insure the full enjoyment of the rights 
granted by this title, and may assess a civil 
penalty against the respondent in an 
amount not exceeding $50,000, and for any 

subsequent violation by such respondent title, or that any group of persons has been 
may assess a civil penalty in an amount not denied any of the rights granted by this 
exceeding $100,000, to vindicate the public title and such denial raises an issue of gen
interest. The court may allow the prevalling eral public importance, the Attorney Gener
party <other than the United States> a rea- al may bring a civil action in an appropriate 
sonable attorney's fee as part of the costs. United States district court. 

"(6) Actions brought under this section "(b) The Court may award such preven-
shall be commenced within eighteen months tive relief, including a permanent or tempo
after the alleged discriminatory housing rary injunction, restraining order, or other 
practice or failure to comply with a concilia- order against the persons or persons respon-
tion agreement occurred.". sible for a violation of this title as is neces-

ENFORCEKENT BY PRIVATE PERSONS sary to insure the full enjoyment Of the 
SEC. 7. Section 812 of such Act is amend- rights granted by this title. The court may 

ed- assess a civil penalty against the respondent 
<a> by striking out subsection <a> and in- in an amount not exceeding $50,000, and for 

serting in lieu thereof the following: any subsequent violation by such respond-
"<a><l> The rights granted by sections 803, ent may assess a civil penalty in an amount 

804, 805, 806, and 817, as well as the rights not exceeding $100,000, to vindicate the 
created by a conciliation agreement, may be public interest.". 
enforced by civil actions in appropriate TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS 
United States district courts without regard 
to the amount in controversy and in appro- SEC. 9. <a> Section 803 of such Act is 
priate State or local courts of general juris- amended-
diction. A civil action shall be commenced <1> by striking out the words "EFFEC
within two years after the alleged breach of TIVE DATES" in the caption and inserting 
the conciliation agreement or the alleged in lieu thereof the word "APPLICABIL-
discriminatory housing practice occurred. ITY"; 

"(2) A civil action may be filed without <2> by striking out subsection <a> and in-
regard to whether a complaint has been serting in lieu thereof the following: 
filed with the Secretary pursuant to section "(a) The prohibitions against discrimina-
810<a> and without regard to the status of tion in the sale or rental of housing set 
any complaint filed with the Secretary, but forth in section 804 shall apply to all dwell
where the Secretary or a State or local ings except as exempted by subsection <b> of 
agency has obtained a conciliation agree- this section and by section 807."; and 
ment, no action may be filed under this sec- <3> by striking out "section 804 <other 
tion by the person aggrieved except for the than subsection (c))" in the opening clause 
purpose of enforcing the terms of such an of subsection (b) and inserting in lieu there
agreement. of "subsections <a>. (b), (d), or <f> of section 

"(3) The court may continue a civil action 804." 
brought pursuant to paragraph <1> of this (b) Section 804 of such Act is amended by 
subsection from time to time before bring- striking out "As made applicable by section 
ing it to trial if the court believes that the _ 803 and except" and inserting in lieu there
ongoing efforts of the Secr~tary o; of a of "Except". 
State or local agency to obtam conciliation <c> Sections 805 and 806 of such act are 
are likely to result in satisfactory settlement amended by striking out "Mter December 
of the discriminatory housing practice 31 1986 it" in each such section and by in
which forms the basis for the action in serting in lieu thereof in each such section 
court. "It" 

"<4> Any sale, encum~rance, or rental con- <d) Section 810<e> of such Act is amended 
summated prior to the ISSuance o! any court by striking out the word "complainant" and 
order issu~d un~er the autJ:ionty of this inserting in lieu thereof "plaintiff". 
title, and mvolvmg a bona fl~e purchaser, <e> Section 810<f> of such is amended to 
encumbrancer, or tenant Without actual . 
notice of the filing of a complaint or civil read as follows. 
action under the provisions of this title "(f) Whenever, prior to the conclusion of 
hall not be affected"· conciliation efforts by the Secretary, an 

s <b> by striking out ~ubsection <c> and in- action filed pursuant to this section, section 
serting in lieu thereof the following: 812 or section 813 shall come to trial, the 

"(c) The court may grant as relief, as it Secretary shall immediately terminate all 
deems appropriate, actual damages, any per- efforts to res.?lve such complaint by infor
manent or temporary injunction, temporary mal methods. . 
restraining order, and other relief, including <f> Section 81l<e> of such Act is amended 
punitive damages, and may allow the pre- to read as follows: 
vailing party a reasonable attorney's fee as "(e) In case of contumacy or refusal to 
part of-the costs."; and obey a subpoena or to answer an interroga-

<c> by adding the following after subsec- tory, a petition for enforcement may be 
tion <c>: filed in the United States district court for 

"(d) Upon timely application, the Attor- the district in which the person to whom 
ney General may intervene in such civil the subpoena or interogatory was addressed 
action, if the Attorney General certifies resides, was served, or transacts business.". 
that the case is of general public impor- (g) Section 81l<f> is amended-
tance. Upon such intervention the Attorney <1> by striking out the word "or" after the 
General may obtain such equitable and de- words "the supena" and inserting in lieu 
claratory relief as may be appropriate.". thereof the phrase, "interrogatory or 

ENFORCEIIENT BY THE ATrORNEY GENERAL other"; and 
SEC. 8. Section 813 of such Act ts amended <2> by striking out the phrase "his subpe-

by striking out subsection <a> and inserting na" and inserting in lieu thereof "the Secre-
the following in lieu thereof: tary's subpoena, interrogatory". 

"<a> Whenever the Attorney General has <h> Section 814 of such Act is amended by 
reasonable cause to believe that any person striking out "812 or 813" and inserting in 
or group of persons is engaged in a pattern lieu thereof "810, 812 or 813". 
or practice of resistance to the full enjoy- <t> Section 817 of such Act is amended by 
ment of any of the rights granted by this striking out the last sentence. 

I 
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CONPOilliiBG AJIERDIIENT TO TITLB IX OF 1968 

CIVIL RIGHTS Acr 

SEc. 10. Section 901 of the Act entitled 
"An Act to prescribe penalties for certain 
acts of violence or intimidation. and for 
other purposes" <Public Law 90-284, ap
proved April 11, 1968) is amended by insert
ing ", handicap <as defined in Section 802 of 
this Act>," immediately atter "sex" each 
place it appears. 

APPLICABILITY 

SEC. 11. The amendments made by this 
Act shall be applicable to complaints pend
ing before the Secretary, to complaints 
heretofore referred to State or local agen
cies pursuant to Section 810<c> of Public 
Law 90-284 and pending on the date of en
actment of this Act, and to all complaints 
initiated, filed or referred thereafter, but 
nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
shorten the time for filing a civil action pur
suant to this title with regard to any com
plaint filed with the Secretary, or referred 
to a State or local agency, prior to the effec
tive date of this Act. 

SECTION-BY-8ECTION SUJOIARY OF THE FAIR 
HOUSING AJIENDKENTS Acr OF 1983 

POPULAR NAMES 

Section 1 provides that the Act may be 
cited as the "Fair Housing Amendments Act 
of 1983". Sections 2 and 3 are nonsubstan
tive amendments making official the popu
lar names of the 1968 Act and VIII of that 
Act. 

DEFINITIONS 
Section 4 adds Section 817 of the existing 

Law <prohibitions on harassment and in
timidation of persons exercising fair hous- . 
ing rights> to the definition of discriminato
ry housing practice. This change would clar
ify that complaints may be made to HUD in 
intimidation cases, and that the strength
ened enforcement powers proposed for the 
Justice Department could be employed in 
such cases. <Current law provides only for 
"appropriate civil action<s>" to enforce Sec
tion 817.) 

Section 4 also provides definitions of "con
ciliation" and "conciliation agreement" in 
order to facilitate other amendments which 
increase the prominence of conciliation as a 
milestone in the enforcement process. Also 
added is a definition of "respondent", which 
includes both persons identified by the 
person aggrieved in the original complaint 
and others identified in the course of inves
tigation as persons who participated in or 
who were responsible for the alleged illegal 
practice. 

In addition, a definition of "handicap" is 
provided. The term is defined <with respect 
to a person> as < 1 > physical or mental im
pairment which substantially limits one or 
more major life activities, <2> a record of 
having such an impairment, or (3) being re
garded as having such an impairment. The 
term, however, does not include any current 
impairment that consists of alcoholism or 
drug abuse, or any other impairment that 
would be a direct threat to the property or 
safety of others. 

DISCRDIINATION AGAINST THE HANDICAPPED 
Section 5 adds handicapped persons as a 

new protected class under the Fair Housing 
Act. A new Section 804(f> prohibits refusals 
to sell or rent or refusals to negotiate for 
the sale or rental of dwellings because of 
the handicap of a buyer or renter or of any 
person associated with the buyer or renter. 
The amendment also prohibits discrimina
tion in the terms, conditions or privileges of 

sale or rental, or in the provision of services 
or facilities in connection with a dwelling, 
because of handicap. 

The amendment includes an outline de
scribing the broad types of seller /renter 
conduct which will be considered discrimina
tory, and other actions which are not in
cluded in the definition of discrimination. 

Discrimination includes refusal to permit 
reasonable modifications of premises for oc
cupancy by persons with handicaps where 
those modifications are necessary for ready 
access and use, but in the case of rental 
dwellings, the renter must first agree to re
store the premises, reasonable wear and tear 
excepted. 

The refusal to make reasonable accommo
dations of policies, practices, rules, services 
or facilities connected with a sale or rental, 
when such accommodations are necessary to 
afford handicapped persons ready access 
and use, is also included in the definition of 
discrimination. 

It is not, however, considered discrimina
tory under the amendments to refuse to 
make alterations at the expense of the 
housing supplier, or to refuse to modify 
rules, policies, practices, services or facilities 
where the modification would result in ex
pense to the housing supplier, or in unrea
sonable inconvenience to other affected per
sons. Refusal to allow architectural changes 
or other building modifications is not dis
criminatory under the amendments if the 
change or modification would decrease a 
building's marketability or value, or alter 
the manner in which a building or its envi
rons has been or is intended to be used. 

The amendment also adds "handicap" as a 
prohibited basis of discrimination under 
other provisions of the Act, including Sec
tions 804 <c> <advertising), (d) <misrepresen
tation of availability of units> and <e> <block 
busting), 805 (financing), 806 (provision of 
brokerage services>, and 901 <criminal prohi
bition against intimidation>. 

ENFORCEMENT BY THE GOVERlOo[EN'l 
Section 6 is one of the bill's key amend

ments. It would augment Section 810 of the 
present law by authorizing HUD to refer a 
complaint to the Attorney General with the 
recommendation that the Attorney General 
initiate a lawsuit for injunctive relief and 
civil penalties during or after HUD's investi
gation-conciliation process. 

Section 810<a> of the Act currently re
quires that the Secretary investigate a com
plaint and give notice in writing to the ag
grieved person whether he intends to re
solve it within thirty days after receipt of 
the complaint or after expiration of a period 
of reference to a State or local fair housing 
agency. The thirty-day limitation is unreal
istically short to permit adequate investiga
tion of a complaint and an informed deci
sion whether to attempt to resolve it by con
ciliation. Section 6<a> of the bill removes the 
thirty-day limitation, and Section 6<c> of 
the bill substitutes therefor a provision re
quiring the Secretary to make and give 
notice of his decision whether to resolve the 
complaint as promptly as possible and, so 
far as practicable, within 120 days after re
ceiving the complaint or reactivating a com
plaint previously referred to a State or local 
agency. The provision is not intended to bar 
the Secretary from conducting further in
vestigation after the determination to re
solve and commencement of conciliation 
where considered necessary. The permission 
to deter the determination to resolve 
beyond 120 days where it is not practicable 
to do otherwise is intended to provide for 
unusual circumstances, such as where lssu-

ance and enforcement of subpoenas and in
terrogatories under Section 811 of the Act Is 
required. 

A new provision is added to Section 810<a> 
of the Act stating that a conciliation agree
ment may provide for binding arbitration of 
the dispute arising from the complaint. Any 
such arbitration may result in the award of 
appropriate specific relief, including mone
tary relief, to the person aggrieved. The 
specification of such authority of the arbi
trator is not intended to question the appro
priateness of current practice of providing 
for specific relief, including monetary relief, 
in conciliation agreements. 

Section 6<e> of the bill contains an amend
ment to Section 810<b> permitting the Sec
retary to join additional respondents as par
ties to a complaint where such persons are 
identified, in the course of investigation, as 
appropriate additional or substitute re
spondents. The Secretary must provide writ
ten notice of this action to any such new re
spondent. 

Section 810(c), regarding referral of com
plaints to State or local agencies administer
ing laws providing substantially equivalent 
rights and remedies, is revised to assure that 
State and local laws which have been recog
nized under current law will not lose such 
status <and, as a consequence, their rights to 
reimbursement for expenses under Section 
816 of the Act> as a result of the amend
ments. The fair housing laws of 30 States 
and 40 localities have been recognized to 
date. The amendment would confirm HUD's 
practice since 1972 by providing that, as to 
remedies, a State or local agency will be cer
tified if the authority of such agency to in
vestigate and conciliate complaints is sub
stantially equivalent to such authority 
granted to the Secretary, notwithstanding 
that the State or local law fails to provide a 
complainant with a judicial remedy. CUr
rent regulations provide that the Secretary 
will recall referred complaints, pursuant to 
the recall authority granted by Section 
810(b) of the Act, where the applicable 
State or local law fails to provide access to a 
State or local court and the complaint has 
not been satisfactorily resolved. Under cur
rent law, such recall by the Secretary re
commences the statute of limitations for in
stitution of private action by the complain
ant pursuant to Section 810(d). Following 
enactment of the amendments, recall of a 
previously referred complaint by the Secre
tary under such circumstances would permit 
the Secretary to pursue the enhanced en
forcement procedures provided by the 
amendments. Thus, such enhanced proce
dures will be available as a back-up to State 
and local conciliation efforts as well as HUD 
conciliation. 

The revisions to Section 810<c> reflect the 
position of investigation and conciliation as 
the key remedial procedure under the Act 
and the benefits of providing for the avail
ability of this procedure at the most decen
tralized level where housing transactions 
occur and within the most ready access to 
complainants and respondents. The revi
sions also reflect, however, that the Fair 
Housing Act represents strong national civil 
rights policy for which Federal enforcement 
responsbility is important and not to be 
evaded or diluted. Accordingly, the amend
ment preserves the right of the Secretary 
under current law to reactivate a complaint 
referred to a State or local agency if the 
Secretary certifies that in his Judgment, 
under the circumstances of the particular 
case, the protection of the rights of the par
ties or the interests of Justice require such 
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action. In the interests of according finality 
to informed dispositions of complaints by 
State and local agencies, the amendment 
provides that, in making the foregoing certi
fication with respect to a complaint on 
which a final disposition by the State or 
local agency has been obtained, the Secre
tary is to accord substantial weight to the 
findings and conclusions made by the 
agency. The Secretary is barred from taking 
any further action where a conciliation 
agreement has been obtained. 

In order to further assure the availability 
of enforcement of Federal rights to ag
grieved persons, the amendment also pro
vides that the complainant may obtain reac
tivation of a complaint by the Secretary 
where a final disposition has not been ob
tained within 90 days following referral to a 
State or local agency. However, the Secre
tary may defer active investigation of such a 
complaint so long as the Secretary believes, 
on the basis of consultation with the State 
or local agency, that the ongoing efforts of 
such agency are likely to result in satisfac
tory resolution of the complaint. It is in
tended that the term "final disposition" en
compasses no cause determinations, concil
iation agreements, enforceable consent 
orders, orders issued after hearing, and any 
other actions resulting in termination of the 
agency proceeding. 

The amendment also provides that, as to 
substantive rights, an agency may be certi
fied if the law it administers provides sub
stantially equivalent protection against dis
criminatory housing practices based on race, 
color, religion, sex or national origin even if 
it does not provide such protection with re
spect to discrimination based on handicap. 
Current HUD regulations permit recogni
tion of a State or local law as providing sub
stantially equivalent rights notwithstanding 
that the statute does not prohibit acts of 
discrimination based on sex, which was 
added as a basis of prohibited discrimination 
under the Fair Housing Act in 1974. In fact, 
all State and local laws which have been 
recognized contain adequate prohibitions 
against discrimination based on sex. The 
proposed amendment reflects a determina
tion that the exception of sex discrimina
tion is no longer necessary and, further, 
that prohibitions against sex discrimination 
in housing are essential to an effective and 
comprehensive State or local fair housing 
law. However, not all State or local laws cur
rently recognized contain prohibitions 
against discrimination based on handicap. 
The amendment is intended to make clear 
that complaints based on other prohibitions 
may be referred to a State or local agency 
even if the State or local fair housing law 
administered by it does not prohibit discrim
ination based on handicap. 

The amendment is not intended to other
wise limit the Secretary's judgment and dis
cretion in determining whether a particular 
State or local law is sufficiently comprehen
sive in its prohibitions to be an effective in
strument in carrying out and achieving the 
intent and purposes of the Act. 

Section 6 extensively amends Section 
810(d), dividing that subsection into six 
paragraphs: 

Paragraph <1> provides for authority in 
the Secretary to refer cases to the Attorney 
General during HUD's investigation stage 
where necessary for the purpose of seeking 
preliminary judicial relief pending final ad
ministrative disposition of a complaint. Any 
temporary restraining order or other order 
granting preliminary or temporary relief 
would be issued in accordance with Rule 65 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Paragraph <2> provides basic authority for 
suits by the Attorney General on behalf of 
the United States where the Secretary, 
within thirty days after the notice of a deci
sion to resolve, has not secured an accepta
ble conciliation agreement. If the Secretary 
wishes to refer the case to the Attorney 
General before the expiration of this thirty
day period, the Secretary must certify that 
conciliation has been attempted and that 
additional efforts are not likely to succeed. 

Paragraph <3> authorizes the Secretary, in 
his or her sole discretion, to refer any case 
otherwise within the Secretary's jurisdiction 
for action by the Attorney General. 

Paragraph <4> authorizes judicial enforce
ment by the Attorney General, upon refer
ral from the Secretary, of conciliation 
agreements. The paragraph is explicit on 
the point that such an action should be in 
the nature of a suit to enforce a contract
i.e., the court is not to look behind the 
agreement to examine the facts leading up 
to it. However, a special reservation allows 
the court reviewing an agreement to set it 
aside or modify it if any provision is "uncon
scionable or in derogation of the Constitu
tion or laws of the United States". 

Paragraph <5> authorizes U.S. District 
Courts, in actions brought by the Attorney 
General under Section 810, to assess up to 
$50,000 in civil penalties against any person 
or persons responsible for a violation of the 
Fair Housing Act. For any subsequent viola
tion by the same respondent, a civil penalty 
may be assessed in an amount up to 
$100,000. The purpose of the civil penalties 
is "to vindicate the public interest." The 
court is also authorized to award preventive 
relief, including a permanent or temporary 
injunction, restraining order, or other order, 
and may allow the prevailing party <other 
than the United States> a reasonable attor
ney's fee as part of the costs. 

Paragraph <6> provides for a statute of 
limitations on enforcement actions filed by 
the Attorney General under Section 810-
eighteen months following the alleged dis
criminatory housing practice or violation of 
a conciliation agreement. <The statute of 
limitations for filing a complaint with the 
Secretary is 180 days following the alleged 
discriminatory housing practice.> 

Because the basic thrust of an action by 
the Attorney General is to vindicate the 
public interest in assuring freedom from dis
crimination, the bill does not authorize 
intervention of right in the Attorney Gener
al's action by a private person aggrieved 
seeking redress for the violation. However, 
consolidation of private actions commenced 
under Section 812 with enforcement actions 
under Section 810 involving common ques
tions of law and fact will be available under 
Rule 42 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce
dure. 

Under current law, Section 810<d> pro
vides an independent basis for commence
ment of a private action by an aggrieved 
person following inability of the Secretary 
to obtain voluntary compliance. Such ac
tions are subject to a special, short statute 
of limitations and may not be brought in 
Federal Court if the person aggrieved has a 
judicial remedy under a State or local law 
providing substantially equivalent rights 
and remedies. It also is uncertain, under 
current law, whether an aggrieved person 
who commences suit under Section 810<d> 
may obtain damages as well as equitable 
relief. In view of separate amendments to 
Section 812 which expand the statute of 
limitations for suits brought under that Sec
tion and permit such suits to be brought 

without regard to whether a complaint has 
been filed with the Secretary or the status 
of such a complaint, the amendment elimi
nates the separate basis for private action 
under Section 810<d> as unnecessary. 

ENPORCDIENT BY PRIVATI: PERSONS 

Section 7 amends Sections 812 <a> and <c> 
of the present law-the private litigation 
provisions. 

Section 812<a> is amended to: 
1. Extend the statute of limitations for 

private actions from 180 days to two years; 
2. Clarify that a private action may be 

filed whether or not a complaint has been 
filed with the Secretary, and without regard 
to the status of such a complaint; 

3. Make explicit the aggrieved person's 
separate cause of action to enforce the 
terms of a conciliation agreement; and 

4. Provide that where the Secretary or a 
state or local agency has obtained a concilia
tion agreement, no separate civil action may 
be filed by the person aggrieved under Title 
VIII except for the purpose of enforcing the 
terms of the agreement. 

Other features of present Section 812<a> 
are retained without substantive change. 
Section 812<b> is also undisturbed. 

Revised Section 812<c> authorizes the 
court to grant as relief, as it deems appro
priate, actual damages, any permanent or 
temporary injuction, temporary restraining 
order, and other relief, including punitive 
damages. As under current law, "actual 
damages" recoverable as a result of a dis
criminatory housing practice are intended 
to include intangible damages, such as emo
tional distress and humiliation, as well as 
out-of-pocket costs. See Jeanty v. McKay & 
Poague, Inc., 496 F.2d 1119 <1974>; Steele v. 
TiUe Realty Co., 478 F.2d 380 <lOth Cir. 
1973 >. The dollar limit on punitive damages 
is removed-leaving the amount of such 
damages to the discretion of the court-and 
the attorney's fee clause is adjusted to 
follow the format of the Civil Rights Attor
ney's Fee Awards Act, 42 U.S.C. 1988. <A 
comparable attorney's fee provision appears 
in amended Section 810(d).) Under current 
law, an attorney's fee may be awarded only 
to a prevailing plaintiff and only if the 
court finds that the plaintiff is financially 
unable to assume such fee. 

A new Section 812<d> is added to the Act, 
providing that the Attorney General may 
intervene in any private civil action brought 
under Section 812, if the Attorney General 
certifies that the case is of general public 
importance. Upon such intervention, the At
torney General may obtain such equitable 
and declaratory relief as may be appropri
ate. 

SPECIAL JURISDICTION OF THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 

To augment the new litigation authority 
for the Attorney General contained in re
vised Section 810<d> of the Act, the bill pro
vides in Section 8 for amendments to the 
Attorney General's existing enforcement 
powers contained in Section 813 of the 
present law. In addition to the existing au
thority of the United States to sue for in
junctive relief, the court is empowered in an 
action brought under Section 813 to assess a 
civil penalty, "to vindicate the public inter
est,'' of up to $50,000 against a respondent 
found to have violated the statute and to 
assess a penalty of up to $100,000 for a sub
sequent violation by the same respondent. 

TECHNICAL AND CONFORJIING AIIDDIIDTS 

Section 9 contains a series of technical 
and conforming amendments. They include 
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confirmation of the authority of the Secre
tary to enforce an interrogatory, as well as a 
subpoena. under Section 811. Section 10 
adds "handicap.. as a protected class under 
Title IX of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, 
which imposes criminal penalties for intimi
dating or interfering with any person in the 
exercise of rights protected by the Fair 
Housing Act. 

APPLICABILITY 

Section 11 provides that the new enforce
ment powers set out in the bill shall be ap
plicable to pending complaints, and provides 
that the bill's revised time requirements 
shall not be construed to shorten the time 
for filing a civil action with regard to com
plaints filed before the Amendments Act's 
effective date. This latter provision is neces
sary because, under court decisions, some 
complainants have been permitted to file 
suits very late where the Secretary's case
closing letter was received beyond the 180-
day statutory filing period. 

[From the Washington Post, June 15, 19831 
ENFORCING FAIR HOUSING 

In a welcome announcement. the adminis
tration has now said it will address the high 
priority civil rights issue of enforcing the 
15-year-old law against discrimination in 
housing sales and rentals. Under that law, 
complaints are subject to conciliation by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment. But if conciliation fails, private indi
viduals must bring their own lawsuits in 
court to enforce their rights. The Justice 
Department can sue only violators who 
engage in a widespread pattern or practice 
of discrimination. 

It has been clear for some time that this 
enforcement mechanism is ineffective. Con
gress has in the past considered but not en
acted remedial legislation. Last month, Sen. 
Charles Mathias and 37 cosponsors intro
duced a bill with the backing of the Leader
ship Conference on Civil Rights. Now HUD 
Secretary Pierce has released details of a 
forthcoming administration bill. 

Both proposals provide a new enforce
ment mechanism for individuals whose 
rights have been violated. Both would con
tinue to refer cases to state agencies where 
appropriate. Both look to conciliation as a 
first step. Under either bill, a plaintiff could 
apply for a temporary restraining order to 
prevent the sale or rental of the housing in 
question during adjudication of the claim. 
Sen. Mathias proposes civil penalties of up 
to $10,000 on a first offense; the administra
tion bill allows a $50,000 penalty in such cir
cumstances. 

The major difference between the two 
bills is the method of enforcement. The Ma
thias bill authorizes administrative law 
judges to receive complaints and issue 
orders. Their decisions would be reviewable 
first by a new Fair Housing Review Commis
sion and eventually by federal courts of ap
peals. Civil rights groups believe that this 
kind of specialized administrative enforce
ment is faster than court suits. The adminis
tration disagrees; the bill Secretary Pierce 
describes would have the Justice Depart
ment bring suit in federal court on behalf of 
individuals when the HUD secretary so rec
ommends. The essential element, though, is 
in both bills; the burden of enforcement is 
on the government rather than on the indi
vidual victim. 

Administration action on fair housing is 
not only appropriate and right. it is politi
cally smart. No less so is a recent announce
ment by Assistant Attorney General Wil-

liam Bradford Reynolds that he will tour 
Mississippi with black leaders to investigate 
possible violations of the Voting Rights Act. 
Steps like these counter the widely held 
belief that this administration has been at 
best indifferent to civil rights concerns that 
affect not only minorities but the general 
perception of American society as just and 
fair. 

By Mr. TRIBLE <for himself, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. THuR
MOND): 

S. 1613. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, with respect to 
the provision of medical benefits and 
post and base exchange and commis
sary store privileges to certain former 
spouses of certain members or former 
members of the Armed Forces; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 
PROVISION OF BENEFITS TO FORMER SPOUSES OF 

CERTAIN MEMBERS AND FORMER MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES 

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. President, all of us 
appreciate the sacrifices made by our 
men and women in uniform. Separa
tion from loved ones, frequent reloca
tion, overseas duties, and a lack of 
roots are all part of Inilitary career. 
What is often unappreciated is that 
military spouses endure many of the 
same hardships. They, too, endure the 
separation and nomadic way of life 
that characterizes Inilitary service. 

Moreover, military spouses often 
must sacrifice their own autonomy 
and careers. If they are to provide the 
vital support role essential to military 
morale, they must forgo many of the 
opportunities available to civilian 
spouses. 

The Congress has made efforts to 
compensate servicemen and service
women for their efforts. Regrettably, 
its efforts to meet the needs of their 
self-sacrificing spouses has been inad
equate. This failure is evident in the 
treatment of former spouses. 

Today I am introducing legislation, 
along with my colleagues Mr. BINGA
MAN and Mr. THuRMoND, which would 
begin to redress this situation. It 
would provide medical coverage as well 
as commissary and post exchange 
privileges for ex-spouses who meet re
vised eligibility criteria, regardless of 
the date of divorce, dissolution, or an
nulment of the marriage. 

The Uniformed Services Former 
Spouses Protection Act, title X of the 
1983 Department of Defense Authori
zation Act, was an important initial 
step in eliminating inequities and se
curing necessary benefits for former 
spouses. It was, at least, official recog
nition of the important role of these 
individuals. However, the provisions of 
this measure are insufficient. We have 
not provided necessary protection and 
support for long-term spouses who 
have clearly earned it and who desper
ately need it. 

The eligibility requirements for con
tinued health care, as outlined in the 
Uniformed Services Former Spouses 

Protection Act, are excessively restric
tive. To qualify, a spouse cannot re
marry and must have been married to 
a service member for at least 20 years, 
during which the service member per
formed at least 20 years of creditable 
service. In addition, the spouse cannot 
have medical coverage under an em
ployer-sponsored health plan in order 
to qualify for health care in military 
medical facilities or under the civilian 
health and medical program for the 
uniformed services <CHAMPUS>. And, 
the health care provisions of this act 
are prospective in nature, applicable 
only to divorces granted after Febru
ary 1, 1983. 

A former spouse who has been mar
ried to a service member for 18 years, 
during which the service member per
formed 18 years of creditable service, 
does not qualify for continued health 
care. Unfortunately, this situation is 
not unusual. Many service members 
marry after joining the service and 
their former spouses are left without 
any protection or benefits. 

These former spouses have, in many 
cases, been unable to establish careers 
as a result of constant relocation, and 
without marketable skills and experi
ence, these individuals have a difficult 
time finding employment. Achieving 
financial security and obtaining medi
cal insurance are extremely difficult
in some instances impossible to 
achieve. 

Clearly, many long-term military 
spouses are not able to receive desper
ately needed benefits. The circum
scriptive language of last year's act 
prevents individuals who may not 
qualify or be able to afford health in
surance, from receiving deserved pro
tection. Moreover, these same individ
uals are deprived of the economical 
shopping traditionally available at a 
commissary or post exchange. 

In an effort to eliminate these in
equities and to continue the efforts 
initiated in the 97th Congress, I am in
troducing legislation which revises the 
health care provisions and the com
missary and post exchange provisions 
of the Uniformed Services Former 
Spouses Protection Act. This measure 
redefines the eligibility requirements 
for continued health care and commis
sary and post exchange privileges. 

A former spouse of a service member 
or former service member who per
formed at least 20 years of creditable 
service, and, on the date of divorce, 
had been married to the member for 
at least 20 years-not less than 10 
years of which were during the period 
in which the member performed cred
itable service-would be eligible for 
continued health care. The date of di
vorce, dissolution, or annulment of the 
marriage would no longer be a factor. 
Former spouses who meet these new 
eligibility requirements would also 
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retain commissary and post exchange 
privileges. 

I believe that the revised eligibility 
requirements would remove excessive 
restrictions which penalize former 
spouses who contributed to a military 
career, thus addressing the significant 
concerns of many former spouses who 
are left unprotected by the provisions 
of last year's act. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in pressing for timely con
sideration of this measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill appear in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECoRD, as follows; 

s. 1613 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
section 1072<2> of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

<1> by striking out "and" at the end of 
clause <E>; and 

(2) by striking out clause <F> and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"<F> a person who is the former spouse of 
a member or former member who per
formed at least twenty years of service 
which is creditable in determining the mem
ber's or former member's eligibility for re
tired or retainer pay, or equivalent pay, and 
who on the date of the final decree of di
vorce, dissolution, or annulment had been 
married to the member or former member 
for a period of at least twenty years, not less 
than ten years of which were during the 
period the member or former member per
formed service creditable in determining the 
member's eligibility for retired or retainer 
pay; and 

"<G> a person <D who is the former spouse 
of a member or former member, and (ii) 
who has a disease or disability attributable 
to or arising from the nature or location of 
the service performed by the member or 
former member during the marriage, or 
from treatment received at a United States 
military medical facility.". 

<b> Section 1077 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"<c> In the case of a person covered by sec
tion 1072<2><0> of this title who is not also 
covered by section 1072<2><F> of this title, 
the only health care that may be provided 
under section 1076 of this title is health 
care necessary for the treatment of any dis
ease or disability of that person described in 
subclause (ii) of section 1072<2><0> of this 
title.". 

Szc. 2. <a> Chapter 53 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 1043. Post exchange and eommiuary store 

pririleges for certain former spouses of certain 
memben or former memben of the armed 
forces 
"Subject to such rules and regulations as 

the Secretary concerned may prescribe, a 
dependent of a member or former member 
of the armed forces, as defined in clause <F> 
or <G> of section 1072<2> of this title, shall 
be entitled to use the services and facilities 
of post or base exchanges and commissary 
stores operated under the jurisdiction of 
any military department.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 53 of such title is amended by 

adding at the end thereof the following new 
item: 
"103. Post exchange and commissary store 

privileges for certain former 
spouses of certain members or 
former members of the armed 
forces.". 

SEC. 3. <a> The amendments made by the 
first section of this Act shall apply with re
spect to health care furnished on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act and in 
the case of a former spouse regardless of 
the date of the applicable decree of divorce, 
dissolution, or annulment. 

<b> The amendments made by section 2 of 
this Act shall apply in the case of a former 
spouse regardless of the date of the applica
ble decree of divorce, dissolution, or annul
ment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my distinguished 
colleague from Virginia, Senator PAUL 
TRIBLE, as an original cosponsor of 
this bill. 

Unlike Senator TRIBLE, I was not a 
member of the 97th Congress and thus 
did not have a chance to participate in 
the debate over the Armed Services 
Former Spouses Protection Act, which 
was passed last August as title X of 
the 1983 Defense Authorization Act 
<Public Law 97-252). That clearly was 
a landmark piece of legislation. In it 
the Congress dealt for the first time 
with the problems faced by divorced 
spouses of members of the Armed 
Forces. As Representative PAT ScHROE
DER said at the time "it is a great first 
step." 

But problems and inequities remain 
to be dealt with. When I reviewed this 
legislation this spring, I was particu
larly concerned that the provisions 
dealing with medical benefits and com
missary and exchange privileges were 
too restrictive. Public Law 97-252 ex
tends commissary and exchange privi
leges to former military spouses only 
if; First, the final decree of divorce or 
annulment, et cetera was issued on or 
after February 1, 1983; second, the 
couple was married for at least 20 
years during which the military 
member performed at least 20 years of 
creditable military service; and third, 
the former spouse has not remarried. 
To qualify for medical benefits there 
is in addition the requirement that the 
former spouse not be enrolled in any 
employer-sponsored health plan. 

The bill we are introducing today 
would significantly extend eligibility 
for these benefits. There is still a re
quirement for 20 years of marriage 
and 20 years of creditable military 
service, but the overlap must be only 
10 years. Eligibility for these benefits 
is made retroactive for all former 
spouses, who meet this 20-20-10 crite
rion, whether or not they have remar
ried or are enrolled in an employer
sponsored health plan. 

This bill parallels H.R. 2715 which 
was introduced in April by the distin
guished member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, G. WILLIAM 
WHITEHURST of Virginia, and which 

currently has 46 cosponsors in the 
House. The provisions of the two bUls 
on eligibility for medical benefits are 
the same. The House bill does not deal 
with eligibility for commissary and ex
change privileges. 

The Senate Armed Services Commit
tee in its report on the 1984 DOD Au
thorization bill has asked the Defense 
Department to estimate the costs of 
extending eligibility for medical, com
missary, and exchange benefits to 
former military spouses. Various alter
natives for extending eligibility are to 
be evaluated. The Defense Depart
ment's report is due by March 1, 1984 
and will obviously be useful in the 
Armed Services Committee's consider
ation of this issue during next year's 
Defense authorization process. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
on the Armed Services Committee on 
this legislation and hope that they will 
join me in supporting it. The 98th 
Congress must build on the solid work 
of the 97th and provide further recog
nition for the sacrifices made by these 
former military spouses during their 
spouses' military careers. The spouses 
who faced the hardships of military 
life should not be forgotten. 

By Mr. HEINZ <for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. 
PACKWOOD): 

S. 1614. A bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to allow States 
to implement coordinated programs of 
acute and long-term care for those in
dividuals who are eligible for both 
medicare and medicaid; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

HEALTH CARE COORDINATION Acr OP' 1983 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today with my 
colleagues Senators HATCH, BRADLEY, 
and PACKWOOD the Health Care Co
ordination Act of 1983. This bill is the 
next important step in the reform of 
long-term care health and support 
services for those with chronic illness
es and disabilities. 

The Health Care Coordination Act 
amends title XIX of the Social Securi
ty Act to allow States to implement 
comprehensive and coordinated pro
grams of acute and long-term care for 
persons eligible for both medicare and 
medicaid. There are approximately 4 
million dually eligible persons nation
wide, with over 160,000 in my home 
State of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
this population is truly in need of the 
kind of care that would be provided 
with this bill. 

This bill would permit States to com
bine medicare and medicaid resources, 
for the first time, to provide expanded 
home and community-based services to 
the dually eligible population. Each 
State program would provide the 
entire range of health alternatives, 
ranging from home and community
based services to hospital and nursing 
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home care and physician services. Ben
efits assured by this bill would include 
all medicare parts A and B services, all 
services provide under the State med
icaid plan, case management and case 
assessment and other services, such as 
homemaker and home health aide-as 
needed. By combining medicare and 
medicaid resources, overall savings can 
be achieved by the appropriate use of 
acute hospital or nursing home care. 

There can be little doubt that long
term care reform is greatly needed. Ac
cording to the Health Care Financing 
Administration, over $40 billion was 
spent in this country in 1982 for long
term care, which is approximately 15 
percent of total national personal 
health care expenditures. These ex
penditures include: First, public and 
private expenditures for nursing 
homes; second, expenses for long-term 
care hospitals and long-term care pro
vided in short-term hospitals; third, 
medicare expenditures for home 
health care, and fourth, the cost of 
providing care to those who are inap
propriately backed up in acute care 
hospital beds awaiting nursing home 
care. In 1982, over $27 billion was 
spent on nursing home care, alone. 
Over $10 billion was spent for long
term care provided in long-term care 
hospitals and acute care hospital beds. 
A substantial portion of this $40 bil
lion is now being spent on often inap
propriate and overly costly institution
al health services for the chronically 
ill, who could frequently be more ap
propriately cared for with home and 
community-based services. 

The National Center for Health Sta
tistics has projected that, absent legis
lative reforms, the nursing home pop
ulation will increase by 500,000 per 
decade in the coming years. Between 
10 and 40 percent of this population 
could avoid nursing home placement if 
home and community-based services 
were more readily available. It is time 
that we in Congress act to provide 
such services, in order to achieve sav
ings and better care through the pre
vention of inappropriate hospital and 
nursing home care. 

The Health Care Coordination Act 
of 1983 seeks to confront and change 
some of the traditional barriers to ap
propriate care. Medicaid, the source of 
about 90 percent of all public funds 
spent on long-term care, provides cov
erage for a range of institutional serv
ices to the categorically or medically 
needy population. The medicare pro
gram, on the other hand, provides 
skilled services for a limited period of 
time; it is neither intended nor de
signed to serve those in need of long
term care. This bill attempts to over
come medicare and medicaid's struc
tural differences-with this bill, States 
may use both Federal and State dol
lars to provide the kind of care that is 
usually preferred by families and for 

those in need of long-term care serv
ices. 

Mr. President, just last week, at a 
Special Committee on Aging hearing 
in Harrisburg, Pa., witness after wit
ness spoke of the need for expanded 
home and community-based services. 
Based on testimony presented at the 
hearing, I am now convinced that the 
medicare and medicaid programs 
should be expanded to provide addi
tional community-based services for 
those who are able to remain at home. 
The chronically ill, covered by both 
medicare and medicaid, are today all 
too often thrown into a whirlwind of 
health care services. Typically, the 
cycle begins with acute hospitaliza
tion, then home health care until they 
no longer qualify for skilled home 
health care under medicare, than 
their health status declines, then they 
are hospitalized again and the cycle 
goes on and on. 

The Health Care Coordination Act 
of 1983 provides a financing mecha
nism that will permit comprehensive 
services to be provided within strict in
centives to control costs. For States 
participating in the program, medicare 
would pay a capitated rate, the aver
age adjusted per capita cost, or the 
AAPCC, for each enrolled participant. 
The AAPCC, used to determine medi
care's share of program costs, is based 
on current spending for medicare serv
ices. Medicare would make payments 
to the State on a per capita basis for 
each individual enrolled in the pro
gram. The amount paid by medicare 
for those who are not frail would be 95 
percent of the noninstitutional 
AAPCC. Payments for those persons 
designated as "frail" would equal 95 
percent of the institutional AAPCC. 
For the purposes of this bill, persons 
considered "frail" are: First, inpatients 
in a SNF or ICF; or second, deter
mined by the State to require the level 
of care provided in SNF's or ICF's; or 
third, dependent on personal assist
ance on at least two of the defined ac
tivities of daily living. Any additional 
cost of providing services to the en
rolled population in excess of total 
medicare payments will be paid by 
medicaid. 

There are several advantages in com
bining medicare and medicaid re
sources for this population. First, by 
allowing States to use medicare dol
lars, the bill recognizes that the 
current medicare benefit package is 
not well designed to meet the needs of 
the chronically ill-who currently use 
approximately 25 percent of acute 
medicare hospital days. Also, the bill 
removes traditional barriers to home 
and community-based reimbursement 
under medicare such as the skilled 
care and homebound requirements for 
home care and the skilled care require
ment for nursing home care. 

Second, the combination of medicare 
and medicaid resources into one pro-

gram under State auspices removes 
current and perverse incentives to 
shift costs between the two programs. 
Establishment of a single program. re
sponsible for the whole range of acute 
and long-term care services, will help 
to insure that the most appropriate 
level of care is provided at all times. 

Third, the bill makes it possible for 
the State to capture savings from 
high-cost hospitalization that can be 
used to fund expanded home and com
munity-based services. Savings 
achieved under medicaid alone-such 
as with the section 2176 community 
care waivers-will probably never save 
a sufficient amount to finance ade
quate additional services. By combin
ing medicare and medicaid as we do in 
this bill, truly significant savings can 
be captured by avoiding unnecesary 
hospitalization. Demonstration proj
ects, such as project OPEN, at Mount 
Zion Hospital in San Francisco, have 
demonstrated that substantial savings 
can be achieved by keeping those "at
risk" of institutionalization out of hos
pitals by providing additional services 
in the community. 

The bill targets the dually eligible 
for several reasons. First, this is the 
only group which qualifies for reim
bursement for medicare and medicaid 
nursing home services. In order to 
assure a representative population, 
however, the number of persons en
rolled in nursing homes is limited to 25 
percent of the total enrollment. 
Second, by combining medicare and 
medicaid and thus limiting the popula
tion to the dually eligible, the bill pre
vents cost shifting to the medicare 
program. Third, this population base 
allows us to establish an approach to 
long-term care reform that is not tar
geted to the frail. With this program 
design, the general acute care system 
should learn better ways of caring for 
the chronically ill. Fourth, although 
limited to the 4 million or more dually 
eligible persons, data generated from 
this program will eventually enable 
this approach to be expanded to the 
entire medicare population. 

Quality assurance is required by this 
bill. A State program must provide for 
quality assurance review, either with a 
contract with a professional review or
ganization or with another quality as
surance entity. The Secretary may ter
minate a State program at any time if 
it is determined that the program pro
vides inadequate care or engages in 
fraud and abuse. Coverage under the 
program will be voluntary. If individ
uals are dissatisfied with the quality of 
care, they may drop out during the 
first month of participation or after 6 
month intervals and return to regular 
medicare and medicaid coverage. 

Cost effectiveness will also be as
sured. The bill specifically prohibits 
States from double billing. The bill 
provides further cost assurances by 
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limiting the program to a 3-year 
period, with reapproval contingent 
upon costs not being increased. Final
ly, the bill limits the scope of the pro
gram and the number of States that 
can participate to 20 during the first 3 
years to allow the Congress to see re
sults and minimize the risk of unan
ticipated cost increases. 

States may pay providers for services 
under the program by any of the fol
lowing methods: First, a prepaid capi
tation payment arrangement with fed
erally qualified HMO's or other com
petitive medical plans which meet 
medicare requirements; second, a ne
gotiated payment method and rate, 
which must be reasonable and ade
quate to meet the quality care stand
ards as defined under section 1902 of 
medicaid; and third, a fee for service 
system, but only if medicare services 
are paid for at medicare, not medicaid, 
rates. 

Mr. President, we should all be so
bered by the demographic and eco
nomic projections that are certain to 
affect the need for and delivery of 
long-term care services-if current 
trends continue. Meaningful reform 
on the national, State, and local levels 
is critically necessary. A broader and 
more flexible distribution of expendi
tures is required to encourage the de
livery of adequate, comprehensive and 
affordable long-term care services. 

Mr. President, the Health Care Co
ordination Act offers an innovative 
and flexible response to these needs. I 
believe that enactment of this legisla
tion would constitute an important 
next step in long-term care reform. I 
am pleased that it will become a part 
of the comprehensive long-term care 
reform package offered by Senators 
PACKWOOD, BRADLEY, HATCH, and 
myself. I urge my colleagues in the 
Senate to join me in support of the 
Health Care Coordination Act of 1983. 
I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill and a summary be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1614 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
"Health Care Coordination Act of 1983." 

PURPOSE 

SEC. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to pro
vide a coordinated continuum of care and 
expanded home and community-care serv
ices for those individuals who are eligible 
for both medicare and medicaid. Under this 
Act, for the first time, a State will be al
lowed to pool medicare and medicaid re
sources in order to offer a comprehensive 
program encompassing the entire range of 
acute care and community-based and insti
tutional long-term care services. It is also 
the purpose of this Act to encourage cost 

savings through the use of capitated and 
other competitive health plans. 

STATE PROGRAKS AUTHORIZED 

SEC. 3. Title XIX of the Social Security 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new section: 
"COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CARE PROGRAM: FOR 

INDIVIDUALS ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICARE AND 
MEDICAID 

"SEC. 1981. <a><l> Any State may, subject 
to a waiver being granted under subsection 
(f), establish as a component of its State 
plan under this title a comprehensive pro
gram under which individuals who are both 
eligible for medical assistance under the 
State plan and entitled to benefits under 
title XVIII <other than an individual having 
end stage renal disease> shall he furnished 
health care and other services (described in 
subsection <b)) under such program. 

"(2) A program established under this sec
tion need not be in effect statewide. In any 
case in which more than one program is in 
effect in a State, each program shall be con
sidered independently for purposes of meet
ing the requirements of this section, but 
each must provide the same services and 
must be administered by a single State ad
ministrative unit. Separate programs in the 
same State may utilize different methods 
and rates of payment. 

"<b><l> Any program established under 
this section must provide the following serv
ices for those individuals enrolled in the 
program: 

"<A> all services for which payment would 
be made to or on behalf of such individual 
under parts A and B of title XVIII; 

"<B> all medical assistance for which such 
individual would otherwise be eligible under 
the State plan; 

"<C> case management, including assess
ments and periodic reassessments; and 

"<D> to the extent the State determines 
such services to be required by an individual 
enrolled in the program-

"(i) homemaker and home health aid serv
ices; and 

"<ii> adult day health care services. 
"(2) In addition to the services required to 

be provided under paragraph (1), the pro
gram may provide any other community
based services deemed to be necessary to 
maintain an enrolled individual in the com
munity who would otherwise be institution
alized. Such additional services must be re
quested by the State and approved by the 
Secretary. 

"(3) All services provided under any such 
program must be provided by health care 
providers or persons who are qualified to 
provide such services under the applicable 
provision of title XVIII or the State plan. 

"<c><l> Any program established under 
this section shall provide for coverage under 
the program for any individual, subject to 
paragraphs <2>, (3), and <4>, who is eligible 
for assistance under the State plan, is enti
tled to benefits under part A of title XVIII, 
and is enrolled under part B of title XVIII, 
but excluding any individual having end 
stage renal disease. 

"<2> Enrollment in a program established 
under this section shall be optional with the 
individual. Any individual who chooses to 
enroll in such program shall not be eligible 
for coverage under the State plan <other 
than under this section> or under part A or 
part B of title XVIII. The program shall 
provide any individual who chooses to enroll 
in the program the opportunity to termi
nate his enrollment <and return to coverage 
under the other provisions of the State plan 

and under title XVIII> at any time during 
the first month such individual is enrolled 
and at 6-month intervals thereafter. 

"(3) No individual who is an inpatient in a 
skilled nursing facility or intermediate care 
facility may enroll in a program established 
under this section if, at the time such indi
vidual wishes to enroll, the number of indi
viduals enrolled in the program who are in
patients in such facilities exceeds 25 percent 
of the total number of individuals enrolled 
in such program. 

"(4) The percentage of individuals en
rolled in a program established under this 
section who are disabled individuals or frail 
elderly individuals must be approximately 
equal to or greater than the percentage of 
the population of such individuals who are 
eligible under title XVIII and under the 
State plan in the area served by such pro
gram. 

"(d) Any program established under this 
section shall provide that the State, or a 
health care provider or other entity desig
nated by the State, shall assess and periodi
cally reassess the health care needs of, and 
develop a plan of care and case management 
system for, each individual enrolled in the 
program. Periodic health reassessments 
shall be made not less often than every six 
months in the case of frail elderly individ
uals. A health reassessment shall also be 
made at any time that an individual's status 
changes for purposes of reimbursement <as 
described in subsection <h». 

"(e) The amounts and methods of pay
ment under the program to providers of 
services may be any of the following meth
ods: 

"<1> a prepaid capitation payment ar
rangement with one· or more health mainte
nance organizations or competitive medical 
plans, which meet the requirements of sec
tion 1876, and which may contract with 
other entities to provide those services 
under the program which are not services 
covered under title XVIII; 

"(2) a negotiated payment method and 
rate which meets the requirements of sec
tion 1902<a><13><A>; or 

"(3) a reimbursement system which pro
vides for payment in fi.Ccordance with title 
XVIII for those services covered under title 
XVIII and for payment in accordance with 
the generally applicable provisions of the 
State plan for those services not covered 
under title XVIII. 

"(f)(l) The Secretary shall grant a waiver 
of those requirements of this title and of 
title XVIII described in paragraph <2> to 
any State as may be necessary to establish a 
program or programs under this section if 
such State provides assurances satisfactory 
to the Secretary that-

"<A> the program shall meet all the re
quirements of this section; 

"<B> the total cost to the State and Feder
al Governments for each fiscal year in 
which the program is in effect will not 
exceed the total cost which would have been 
incurred by the State and Federal Govern
ments for such fiscal year if the program 
were not in effect, taking into account such 
factors as trends in the rate of cost in
creases and changes in eligible populations 
which might occur in the absence of the 
program; and 

"<C> quality of and access to health care 
under the program shall be maintained. 
During the period prior to October 1, 1986, 
the Secretary shall not grant waivers under 
this section to more than 20 States. 
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"(2) A waiver granted under this subsec

tion may include a waiver of the skilled 
care, intermittent care, and homebound re
quirements for the provision of home 
health services under title XVIII, the skilled 
care and post hospital requirement for ex
tended care services under title XVIII, and 
the requirements of this title relating to 
statewideness, comparability of services, and 
freedom of choice of providers. The waiver 
may include a waiver of any provision of 
title XVIII or this title relating to methods 
and amounts of reimbursement, subject to 
the requirements of subsection <e>. 

"(3) Waivers granted under this section 
shall be for a period of three years and shall 
be renewable for additional three-year peri
ods. The Secretary shall approve any re
quest for a waiver or renewal unless the Sec
retary can demonstrate that the conditions 
specified in paragraph <1> will not be or 
have not been met. The Secretary may ter
minate a waiver prior to the expiration of 
the three-year period if the Secretary can 
demonstrate that such conditions have not 
been met. 

"(4) A waiver granted under this subsec
tion may allow for the imposition of restric
tions and limitations in the amount and du
ration of covered services, but such restric
tions and limitations may not be more re
strictive than those imposed under title 
XVIII or those imposed under the otherwise 
applicable provisions of the State plan. 

"(5) A waiver granted under this subsec
tion may not allow for the imposition of any 
restrictions or limitations which are more 
restrictive than those allowed under a 
waiver granted under section 1915<c>, if the 
State has a waiver in effect under such sec
tion. 

"(6) A waiver granted under this subsec
tion may allow for the eligibility under the 
State plan <for purposes of the program 
under this section> of frail elderly individ
uals and disabled individuals living in the 
community who, if in an institution, would 
be eligible under the State plan, without 
regard to whether the State generally ap
plies a higher income eligibility level under 
its plan with respect to institutional care. 

"(7) A waiver granted under this subsec
tion may allow for enrollment fees, premi
ums, deductions, cost sharing, and similar 
changes in excess of those generally allowed 
under section 1916 if the program provides 
services in addition to those required to be 
provided under subsection <b> (1), but such 
additional amounts shall not exceed an 
amount which bears the same ratio to the 
actuarially determined value of such addi
tional services as the amounts allowable 
under section 1916 bear to the actuarially 
determined value of the services otherwise 
provided under the State plan. 

"(g)(l) The State must provide for quality 
assurance review of any program estab
lished under this section, either through a 
contract with a utilization and quality con
trol peer review organization having a con
tract with the Secretary under part B of 
title XI, or with another quality assurance 
entity designated by the State and approved 
by the Secretary for purposes of this sec
tion. 

"(2) The organization performing quality 
assurance review under paragraph < 1 > shall, 
as a minimum requirement, be responsible 
for reviewing on a sample basis the validity 
of the assessments and reassessments per
formed for purposes of determining reim
bursement levels pursuant to subsection 
(h)(2). 

"(3) Payment with respect to expenses in
curred by the State in meeting the require-

ments of this subsection shall be made 
under section 1903<a><3><C>. 

"(h)(l) The Secretary shall make pay
ments to the State on a per capita basis 
with respect to each individual enrolled in a 
program under this section. The amount of 
such payment shall be equal to 95 percent 
of the adjusted average per capita cost <as 
determined for purposes of section 1876<a» 
for parts A and B of title XVIII for the class 
to which such individual is assigned under 
section 1876(a), but subject to paragraph <2> 
of this subsection. 

"(2)(A) For purposes of this subsection, 
payment shall be equal to 95 percent of the 
adjusted average per capita cost of institu
tionalized individuals <as determined for 
purposes of section 1876<a» in the case of 
any individual who is an inpatient in a 
skilled nursing facility or intermediate care 
facility, or who-

"(i) has been determined to require the 
level of care provided in a skilled nursing fa
cility or intermediate care facility, but for 
the provision of home or community-based 
services under this program, and 

"(ii) is dependent on personal assistance 
on at least a daily basis for at least two of 
the following activities: eating, bathing, use 
of the toilet, transferring to and from bed, 
or dressing. 

"<B> The State shall provide to the Secre
tary the assessment criteria to be utilized 
for purposes of determining those individ
uals who meet the requirements of subpar
graph <A>. 

"(3) In the event that the amount of the 
payments received by the State under para
graph <1 > is greater than the amount of the 
expenses incurred by the State for provid
ing the medicare parts A and B services re
quired to be provided by reason of subsec
tion <b><l><A>, the State must use such 
excess to provide services under the pro
gram or to offset other expenditures for 
medical assistance under the State plan. 
Such excess amount shall not be considered 
to be an amount expended by the State for 
purposes of payment under section 1903. 

"(4) Expenses incurred by the State for 
providing medical assistance under the pro
gram <other than expenses for the medicare 
parts A and B services required to be provid
ed by reason of subsection <b><l><A> and the 
excess payments referred to in paragraph 
<3» and for administrative and related costs 
of the program shall be included for pur
poses of payment under section 1903. 

"(5) The State shall pay the premium 
under part B of title XVIII for each individ
ual enrolled in the program. Such payment 
shall be included as an amount expended by 
the State for purposes of section 1903. The 
State may make such payments to the Sec
retary, or may have the amount of such 
payments deducted from the amount other
wise payable to the State under paragraph 
<1>. Any amount so paid to the Secretary or 
deducted shall be transferred by the Secre
tary into the Federal Supplementary Medi
cal Insurance Trust Fund. 

"(6) Payments to States under paragraph 
<1> shall be made from the Federal Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Sup
plementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund 
in the same proportion as payments are 
made from such Trust Funds under section 
1876<a><5>. 

"<i> Each State having any program under 
this section shall submit reports to the Sec
retary at intervals which the Secretary de
termines to be appropriate, but not less 
often than annually, with respect to any 
such program in such State. Each report 
shall include assessments of-

"<1> the number of individuals enrolled in 
the program, and the proportion of those 
individuals who are frail and living in the 
community, and the proportion who are 
frail and living in skilled nursing facillties or 
intermediate care facillties; 

"(2) the total number and type <on a basis 
of age and health and institutional status> 
of individuals living in the area served by 
the program; 
- "(3) the services provided to enrolled indi
viduals, the utilization rates of community
based services as compared to hospital and 
other institutional care services, and any 
changes in such utilization rates; 

"<4> a comparison of actual average per 
capita costs of the program to the adjusted 
average per capita costs established for the 
area served by the program; 

"(5) the number and types of health care 
providers who have participated in the pro
gram; 

"(6) a description of case management and 
assessment procedures utilized under the 
program, including a description of the cri
teria and procedures used in determining 
whether an individual is considered to be 
frail for purposes of this section; 

"<7> the proportion of total expenditures 
under the program for community-based 
services, and the proportion for hospital and 
other institutional care services, and any 
changes in such proportions; 

"(8) the proportions of total costs of the 
program which are borne by the Trust 
Funds <under subsection <h><l», by the Fed
eral Government under section 1903, by the 
State, and by the enrolled individuals; and 

"(9) the procedures used by the State for 
monitoring cost and service utilization 
under the program, including the proce
dures for program audits. 

"(j)(l) The Secretary shall submit an in
terim report to the Congress not later than 
one year after the date of the enactment of 
this section describing steps taken by the 
Secretary to implement the provisions of 
this section, including procedures for moni
toring and evaluating State programs, the 
status of approved or pending waiver re
quests, and problems encountered by States 
in implementing programs under this sec
tion. 

"(2) The Secretary shall submit a report 
to the Congress not later than three years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
evaluating the programs established under 
this section. The report shall include assess
ments of-

"<A> the effectiveness of the programs in 
achieving coordination of community-based 
services and institutional care services by 
combining financing under title XVIII and 
the State plan; 

"(B) the impact of the programs on the 
utilization of community-based services as 
compared to institutional care services; 

"(C) the effectiveness of the programs in 
preventing or delaying the need for institu
tional care services, and in shortening the 
duration of such services, through the use 
of community-based services; and 

"(0) the impact of the programs on total 
expenditures under title XVIII and the 
State plan for the enrolled individuals.". 

BILL SUMJIARY-THE HEALTH CARE 
COORDINATION Acr OF 1983 

1. What is the purpose of this bill? 
This bill would amend title XIX of the 

Social Security Act to allow States to imple
ment coordinated programs of acute and 
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long-term care for those individuals who are 
eligible for both Medicare and Medicaid 

The bill would allow Medicare and Medic
aid resources to be combined for the first 
time in order to provide comprehensive, 
competitive health services. 

These cost effective coordinated programs 
would provide the entire range of health 
care services, including acute care, nursing 
home care, and expanded home and commu
nity-based services for eligible enrollees. 

2. How will the goals of this bill be accom
plished? 

For States choosing to participate in the 
program, Medicare would pay a capitated 
rate, the average adjusted per capita cost 
<AAPCC> for frail and non-frail medicare 
beneficiaries. 

The State will be the risk bearing entity, 
and would have the ability to contract with 
medical providers or other agents for serv
ices. States may negotiate reimbursement 
rates and methods, including capitation, 
with such providers. 

By combining Medicare and Medicaid, sav
ings can be achieved from the appropriate 
use of both acute hospital and nursing 
home care services and used to expand 
home and community based services. 

Traditional requirements and barriers to 
health care defined under Medicare and 
Medicaid would be waived by the Secretary 
to allow enrollees to receive the most appro
priate levels of care. Participating States 
may receive waivers under Medicare for the 
skilled, intermittent and homebound re
quirements for home health services, and 
the skilled care and post hospital require
ments for extended care. The Secretary may 
also waive the statewideness, freedom of 
choice of provider, and comparability of 
services requirements under Medicaid. 

Program cost effectiveness would be as
sured in two ways: <1> Medicare payments 
for eligible enrollees would be capped; and, 
<2> States would be required to assure the 
Secretary that total cost to the State and 
the Federal government will not exceed the 
total cost which would have been incurred 
by the State and Federal government if the 
program were not in effect. 

3. What benefits will be provided under 
this Act? 

At a minimum, each State program will 
offer the following: 

<a> All services for which payments would 
be made under parts A and B of Medicare 
on behalf of the individual. 

<b> All medical assistance to which the in
dividual would otherwise be entitled under 
the State Medicaid plan. 

<c> Case management, including assess
ments and periodic reassessments. 

(d) Homemaker, home health aide, and 
adult day health care services to the extent 
that the State determines that the eligible 
enrollee needs such services. 

The program may also provide any other 
services requested by the State and ap
proved by the Secretary that may delay or 
prevent institutionalization. 

4. Who may participate in this program? 
Any individual eligible for both Medicare 

and Medicaid living in the program service 
area may elect to enroll in the program. 
However, the Act insures that the partici
pants in the program will reflect the health 
status of the overall dually eligible popula
tion. Therefore: 

<a> no more than twenty-five percent of 
the total number of individuals enrolled in 
the program can be inpatients in a skilled 
nursing facility or an intermediate care fa
cility; 

(b) the percentage of the disabled or frail 
elderly enrolled in the program must ap
proximately represent the proportion of dis
abled, frail dually eligible individuals in the 
total population. 

5. Who will provide the services? 
Participating States have the responsibil

ity to assure that all services defined by this 
Act are provided. The State may delegate 
health care providers or other persons who 
are qualified to provide services under Medi
care <parts A and B> or the State Medicaid 
plan. 

6. How is quality of care assured under 
this program? 

<a> The State, or a health care provider or 
other entity designated by the State will 
assess and periodically reassess the health 
care needs, the appropriate plan of care and 
delivery of services for individuals covered 
under the program. 

<b> Any State that establishes this pro
gram must provide for quality assurance 
review, either through a contract with a 
Professional Review Organization <PRO> or 
with another quality assurance entity desig
nated by the State and approved by the Sec
retary. 

<c> The quality review assurance entity 
will review the validity of the assessments 
and reassessments performed. 

(d) Coverage under this program will be 
voluntary. Benefit packages must give en
rollees incentives to join. If enrollees 
become dissatisfied with the quality of care, 
they may drop out of the program during 
the first month of participation or after six 
month intervals and return to regular Medi
care/Medicaid coverage. 

7. How will this program be financed? 
<a> The Secretary shall make payments to 

the State on a per capita basis with respect 
to each individual covered under this pro
gram. The amount of such payments will be 
equal to 95 percent of the adjusted average 
per capita cost <AAPCC>, as determined for 
the purposes of HMO reimbursement for 
parts A and B of Medicare for the nonfrail. 
The Secretary will reimburse 95 percent of 
the institutionalized AAPCC for: 

< 1 > any individual who is an inpatient in a 
SNF or ICF; or 

<2> any individual who: 
(i) has been determined by the State Med

icaid Office to require the level of care pro
vided in a SNF or ICF, if the individual did 
not receive home or community based serv
ices; and 

<ii> is dependent on personal assistance on 
at least a weekly basis, for at least two of 
the following activities; eating, bathing, use 
of the toilet, transferring to and from bed, 
or dressing. 

(b) In the event that the amount of the 
payments received by the State for the pro
gram from Medicare's H. I. Trust exceeds 
the amount of the expenses incurred by the 
State for the Medicare parts A and B serv
ices for enrolled individuals, the States must 
use such excess to provide additional serv
ices under the program or to reduce Medic
aid expenditures under the State plan. 

<c> The State must pay the Medicare Part 
B premium for each individual enrolled in 
the program. The State may either make 
such payments for Part B to the Secretary 
or may have the amount of such premium 
payments deducted from the Medicare pay
ment that would otherwise be paid to the 
State. 

<d> States may, with the Secretary's ap
proval, Impose enrollment fees, premiums, 
deductions, cost sharing and other charges 
in excess of those generally allowed The ad-

ditional cost to the enrollee, however, must 
not exceed the amount which corresponds 
to the actuarially determined ratio of the 
amounts allowable under sections 1916 of 
Medicaid for such additional services to the 
value of the services otherwise provided 
under the State plan. 

8. How will the program encourage use of 
cost-effective, competitive plans? 

States may pay providers of services under 
the program by any of the following meth
ods: <a> a prepaid capitation payment ar
rangement with Federally qualified HMOs 
or other competitive medical plans which 
meet Medicare requirements, (b) a negotiat
ed payment method and rate which must be 
reasonable and adequate to meet the cost of 
quality care as defined under Section 1902 
of Medicaid, and <c> a fee for service system, 
but only if Medicare services are paid for at 
Medicare payment levels. 

The program financing, which caps Medi
care payments and requires the States to 
assure that total costs will not be increased 
by the program, provides incentives to con
trol costs. The need to control costs, yet 
offer enrollees attractive benefits and pro
viders, encourages the use of competitive 
medical plans or negotiated provider pay
ments over the use of fee for service reim
bursement. 

The requirement that fee-for-service pay
ments for Medicare services be in accord
ance with Medicare provisions guards 
against the possibility that States would 
choose to use a fee-for-service system, and 
simply achieve savings by paying lower 
Medicaid rates for Medicare services. 

9. How will Congress and the Secretary be 
able to evaluate the program? 

<a> States are required to submit reports 
at least once a year that include the number 
and description of program participants, the 
range of services provided, utilization rates, 
per capita costs, total costs of the program 
borne by the H.I. Trust Funds, the State, 
and enrolled individuals, and the procedures 
used by the State to monitor cost and serv
ice utilization. 

<b> The Secretary is required to submit an 
interim report to the Congress at least one 
year after enactment that will include pro
cedures for monitoring and evaluating State 
programs, the status of approved or pending 
waiver requests, and problems encountered 
by States in implementing programs under 
this section. 

<c> The Secretary is required to submit a 
report to Congress three years after the 
date of enactment that includes an evalua
tion of the program's effectiveness in 
achieving coordinated service delivery by 
combining Medicare and Medicaid re
sources, a comparison of utilization rates of 
home, community-based and institutional 
care services, the effect of this program in 
preventing, delaying or shortening the need 
for institutional care services, and the 
Impact of the various State programs on 
total expenditures under title XVIII and 
the State plan for the covered individuals. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for him
self, Mr. BYRD, Mr. RANDOLPH, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
SARBANES, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1615. A bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to authorize 
payment for occupational therapy 
service under part B of the medicare 
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program; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY SERVICES 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
am introducing today with Senators 
BYRD, RANDOLPH, HOLLINGS, INOUYE, 
LEAHY, MOYNIHAN, SARBANES, and 
RIEGLE, S. 1615, a bill to authorize pay
ment for occupational therapy services 
under the medicare supplemental 
medical insurance program (part B> in 
certain settings that presently are not 
covered by medicare, including skilled 
nursing facilities, rehabilitation agen
cies, public health agencies, or in pri
vate practice. The bill would also set a 
limit of $500 per year per beneficiary 
for occupational therapy provided in a 
private practice setting. 

One of the major cost issues we face 
in this 98th Congress is the continuing 
rapid rate of increase in medicare ex
penditures, which severely threatens 
the country's ability to provide neces
sary quality medical care to the elder
ly. Our bill, S. 1615, would improve the 
accessibility of crucial rehabilitation 
services, in appropriate settings, while 
at the same time provide savings to 
the medicare program. 

A number of changes were made 
during the 97th Congress, and earlier 
this year, which were designed to con
trol hospital costs. Of equal impor
tance is the need to promote and sup
port the delivery of health care serv
ices in less costly outpatient and am
bulatory settings. The issue is not 
whether or not to provide for such 
services, but whether or not to provide 
them with cost-efficiency. 

Occupational therapy is a rehabilita
tive service which is medically neces
sary for persons who have suffered a 
stroke, heart attack, or other debilitat
ing physical or mental illness. It is 
necessary also for persons who have 
sustained a severe physical injury. Oc
cupational therapy not only addresses 
the symptoms associated with these 
conditions, such as pain, weakness or 
loss of function, but also helps individ
uals recover their physical independ
ence enabling them to return to their 
homes and communities. 

At the present time, occupational 
therapy services are covered by medi
care when provided to beneficiaries in 
hospitals, comprehensive outpatient 
rehabilitation facilities and through 
home health agencies, under a plan of 
treatment approved by a physician. 
Some coverage is available in skilled 
nursing facilities under part A; S. 1615 
would allow full coverage of occupa
tional therapy services in skilled nurs
ing facilities and organized outpatient 
settings. This is not a significant ex
pansion of benefits but rather a fine
tuning of the system with respect to 
occupational therapy services. 

Patients in skilled nursing facilities 
are frequently transferred to part B 
medicare coverage when their part A 
benefits are exhausted. When this 

occurs, occupational therapy is no 
longer covered, treatment is discontin
ued and the patient's progress towards 
recovery and independence is seriously 
jeopardized. Occupational therapy can 
often make the difference between 
continued institutionalization and dis
charge to the home. It is crucial, 
therefore, that reimbursement be 
available throughout the skilled nurs
ing home stay. 

In one study conducted by Dr. Joel 
S. Feigenson, M.D., published in the 
May-June 1981 issue of Stroke which 
examined nonacute care in rehabilita
tive facilities such as skilled nursing 
homes, it was reported that 190 out of 
258, or 80 percent of the patients were 
returned to their homes after an aver
age stay of only 43 days. All of the pa
tients in the study (258) would have 
been sent to long-term, maintenance
care facilities if they had not received 
therapy. Other subsequent studies 
confirril these data, and support the 
need for therapy services to be provid
ed at skilled nursing facilities. 

Patients who have returned home 
after a hospital stay also continue to 
need rehabilitative services such as oc
cupational therapy. If they are not 
home-bound, they can receive them in 
organized outpatient settings. Since 
shorter hospital stays will most likely 
result from the new hospital cost 
limits enacted by Congress last year 
and the prospective payment system 
being established this year, it is crucial 
that medicare reimbursement be avail
able in community settings, where pa
tients can continue the progress made 
in the hospital and, more importantly, 
avoid recurring disability and rehospi
talization. 

In this connection, Mr. President, I 
wish to direct the attention of my col
leagues to two recent physician-direct
ed, controlled trial studies. One study, 
by D. S. Smith, and others, published 
in the February 14, 1981 issue of the 
British Medical Journal, showed that 
patients with stroke who continued to 
receive rehabilitation services after 
hospital discharge made further 
progress toward independence than 
similar patients whose progress was 
merely monitored. In the second study 
by W. M. Garraway, and others, pub
lished in the September 27, 1980 issue 
of the British Medical Journal, it was 
found that patients with stroke who 
had their rehabilitation program in
terrupted before the end of hospitali
zation did not make further progress 
and, in fact, many lost the skills of in
dependence gained during the hospital 
stay. The authors of this study con
cluded that the therapeutic manage
ment of stroke continues well beyond 
the acute phase. Both of these studies 
concluded that occupational therapy 
was a vital component in the thera
peutic program. 

Two studies citing occupational ther
apy as a major element in achieving 

positive functional and cost-effective 
results are also worth noting. The first 
is the Feigensoil article published in 
Stroke which I mentioned previously. 
The other Feigenson study appeared 
in the October 1981 issue of Neurolo
gy. The authors of these articles con
clude that multidisciplinary rehabilita
tion was an effective method of im
proving functional outcomes, return
ing individuals to the community, and 
minimizing long-term health care 
costs. 

Mr. President, the extension of med
icare part B benefits for occupational 
therapy services as delineated in S. 
1615 is not simply an expansion of 
benefits. It is the type of necessary 
change we must enact in order to 
reduce rising health care costs, while 
maintaining the quality of rehabilita
tive services for medicare beneficiaries. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the proposed legislation 
which would unbelievably provide ad
ditional benefits and reduce long-term 
medicare costs at the same time. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor S. 1615, a bill in
troduced by my colleague from 
Hawaii, Senator MATSUNAGA, to pro
vide for an expansion of an important 
service under the medicare program. 

The proposed amendment to the 
medicare program provides that occu
pational therapy, already a covered 
service under part A, would become a 
covered service under part B of the 
supplemental medical insurance pro
gram of medicare when provided in a 
skilled nursing facility, clinic, rehabili
tation agency, public health agency, or 
in private practice. The amendment 
establishes a limit of $500 a year per 
beneficiary for the occupational ther
apy; the same limit currently applied 
to physical therapy services. 

Occupational therapy is a medically 
necessary rehabilitation service and is 
an integral part of successful treat
ment for those who have suffered a 
stroke, heart attack, or other debilitat
ing physical illnesses. Many patients 
are able to receive this treatment and 
thus speed the process toward recov
ery. It is my belief that this legislation 
will help to promote the physical and 
emotional recovery of many of those 
who have been stricken with serious 
illnesses. 

Mr. President, In addition to provid
Ing a new covered service under part B 
of medicare, I believe the approach 
will be cost-effective by reducing the 
duration of hospitalization of medi
care beneficiaries. Because occupation
al therapy is a fully covered service in 
the hospital setting under part A of 
the program, if this bill becomes law, 
it will no longer be necessary for a 
beneficiary to prolong hospitalization 
In order to receive the vital benefits 
which result from occupational ther
apy. 
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I commend the Senator from Hawaii 

for taking the lead in this effort and 
urge my colleagues to join us in sup
porting this legislation. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of the occupa
tional therapy bill, S. 1615. This im
portant legislation will extend medi
care reimbursement for occupational 
therapy services in certain outpatient 
settings and in skilled nursing facili
ties. 

Occupational therapy is one of the 
most important but least recognized 
components of the healing process. It 
is a necessary rehabilitative service for 
people who have suffered a severe 
physical injury, stroke, heart attack, 
or some other debilitating physical or 
mental illness. And what makes occu
pational therapy so vital and so special 
is that it not only addresses the symp
toms associated with these condi
tions-pain, weakness, loss of func
tion-but it also helps people recover 
their physical independence so they 
can return to their homes and commu
nities. 

Currently, occupational therapy 
services are covered by medicare, but 
in a rather haphazard fashion. The 
treatment is covered when provided in 
hospitals, home health agencies, and 
comprehensive outpatient rehabilita
tion facilities. Some coverage is also 
available in skilled nursing facilities. 

But this is not enough and, as is 
often the case, in medicare, these com
plicated regulations lead to counter
productive behavior. For example, pa
tients in skilled nursing facilities are 
frequently switched to part B medi
care coverage when their part A bene
fits are exhausted. When this occurs, 
occupational therapy, is no longer cov
ered, treatment is discontinued and 
the patient's progress toward recovery 
and independence is seriously jeopard
ized. At other times, patients may be 
kept in the hospital for additional 
days simply to continue the necessary 
occupational therapy-a noble, but 
costly, effort. 

For these reasons and others, our 
bill is important. It would eliminate 
the need for unnecessary hospitaliza
tion and the termination of necessary 
treatment because it would allow full 
coverage of occupational therapy serv
ices in skilled nursing facilities and or
ganized outpatient settings. 

Now, Mr. President, I am sure that 
many of my colleagues are wondering 
why I am cosponsoring this legislation 
when we all know that the medicare 
trust fund is dangerously close to 
bankruptcy and will in fact be bank
rupt within the next few years. Well, 
the answer is quite easy and prudent. 

First, this bill does not represent a 
significant expansion of benefits. It is 
instead, a fine tuning of the system 
with respect to occupational therapy 
services. The examples I listed above 
certainly show to me the need for the 

fine tuning and the modest cost in
volved proves that we can afford it. 

Second, my support of this legisla
tion in no way means that I am not 
aware of the financial difficulties con
fronting the medicare program or that 
I will not work to bring a workable so
lution forward. Nothing could be fur
ther from the truth. Indeed, I often 
feel as though I am the only one who 
wants to discuss the pending crisis in 
medicare. If I have one fear, it is that 
my colleagues and the Executive will 
ignore the facts and again panic the 
millions of elderly and disabled on 
medicare by waiting until the last 
minute for another "midnight bail
out." This was sadly the case in the 
social security program this year de
spite the admonitions of myself and 
others who looked at the actuarial re
ports in 1979 and 1980 and easily saw 
the financial crunch looming. 

And, finally, this legislation deserves 
support because it is an excellent pro
posal. For the last 3 years we have 
done nothing but cut medicare, cut 
social security, cut aid to the elderly, 
and on and on. It is as if we in Con
gress, have forgotten that we were 
sent here to run the Federal Govern
ment, not dismantle it. It has gotten 
so that good ideas that help people are 
pushed aside without any thought or 
worry. We "shouldn't" do this or we 
"can't" do that because the "adminis
tration" might object. 

Well, I say enough is enough. Those 
of us who want fiscal discipline and 
lower deficits will continue that fight. 
But we will not wear blinders as to our 
other responsibilities. We are still here 
to govern, we are still here to stream
line and improve existing programs, 
and we are still here to improve the 
commonweal. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Fi
nance Committee will give this legisla
tion the serious consideration that it 
deserves. I would also like to commend 
my distinguished colleague from 
Hawaii. Senator MATSUNAGA has been a 
leader in this area and is to be compli
mented for his work and diligence on 
this legislation. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1615 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
section 1832<a><2><C> of the Social Security 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

"<C) outpatient physical therapy services, 
other than services to which the second sen
tence of 1861<p) applies;". 

<b> Section 1833<g> of such Act is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(g) In the case of services described in 
the second sentence of section 1861(p), with 
respect to expenses incurred in any calendar 
year, no more than $500 for each service de-

scribed shall be considered as incurred ex
penses for purposes of subsections <a> and 
(b).". 

<c> Section 1835<a><2> of such Act Is 
amended-

<1> by redesignating subparagraphs <D> 
and <E> to <E> and <F>. respectively; 

<2> by inserting a new subparagraph <D> 
to read as follows: 

"<D> in the case of outpatient occupation
al therapy services, (i) such services are or 
were required because the individual needed 
occupational therapy services, <U> a plan for 
furnishing such services has been estab
lished, and is periodically reviewed by a 
physician, and <iii> such services are or were 
furnished while the individual is or was 
under the care of a physician;". 

<d> Section 1861<p> is amended by deleting 
the last three sentences beginning with the 
second sentence of such section and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"The term 'outpatient physical therapy 
services' also includes physical therapy and 
occupational therapy services furnished an 
individual by a physical therapist or occupa
tional therapist <in his office or in such indi
vidual's home> who meets licensing and 
other standards prescribed by the Secretary 
in regulations, otherwise than under an ar
rangement with and under the supervision 
of a provider of services, clinic, rehabilita
tion agency, or public health agency, if the 
furnishing of such services meets such con
ditions relating to health and safety as the 
Secretary may find necessary. In addition, 
such term includes physical therapy and oc
cupational therapy services which meet the 
requirements of the first sentence of this 
subsection except that they are furnished to 
an individual as an inpatient of a hospital or 
extended care facility. The term 'outpatient 
'physical therapy services' also includes 
speech pathology and occupational therapy 
services furnished by a provider of services; 
a clinic, rehabilitation agency, or by a public 
healt11 agency, or by others under an ar
rangement with, and under the supervision 
of, such provider, clinic, rehabilitation 
agency, or public health agency to an indi
vidual as an outpatient, subject to the con
ditions prescribed in this subsection.". 

<e> Section 1861<s><2><D> is amended by in
serting "and occupational therapy" immedi
ately after "physical therapy". 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this Act shall be effective on and 
after October 1, 1983. 

By Mr. STEVENS <for himself 
and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 1616. A bill to revise the laws re
garding the transportation of Govern
ment cargoes in U.S.-flag vessels; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

S. 1617. A bill to provide for consid
eration of certain policy objectives in 
order to promote the development and 
maintenance of an efficient ocean 
transportation system, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

MERCHANT lolARINE 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, for 
some years now our merchant marine 
has been in a state of decline. In some 
segments, such as shipbuilding and 
repair, that decline has been so severe 
that their continued viability is in seri
ous doubt. In others, the short-term 
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prognosis is not as serious, but unless 
something is done soon, they too will 
face disaster. 

The Merchant Marine Subcommit
tee, which I chair, is trying to find so
lutions to the many problems afflict
ing the industry. Our task is especially 
difficult because whatever recommen
dations we make must take into ac
count two realities: 

First, the Federal budgetary con
straints dictated by the economy, and 
competing national interest claims for 
available Federal funds; 

Second, a worldwide shipping slump. 
And yet solutions must be forthcom

ing if we are to continue to have a 
merchant marine to further our na
tional economic interest, and to serve 
as our fourth arm of defense in ana
tional emergency. 

Our maritime industry is complex. 
There are liner operators, dry bulk, 
and liquid bulk operators, shipbuilding 
and repair facilities, seagoing and 
shoreside personnel, and myriad sup
port industries and services; and, of 
course, the interests of shippers and 
consumers must be considered. Be
cause the nature of the industry and 
the interests it serves are so complex, 
it is not surprising that its problems 
are also diverse and difficult. Thus, 
there is no single solution, or magic 
potion. 

Mr. President, in summary fashion I 
have tried to convey some sense of the 
enormity of our task, so that everyone 
will understand why proposed solu
tions have not been forthcoming so 
far. 

There are now pending in the Mer
chant Marine Subcommittee several 
proposals which attempt to deal with 
various aspects of this multifaceted 
problem. In the next few months I 
would hope there will be many more 
proposals, and that they will stimulate 
the thinking of everyone-the admin
. istration, the Congress, the industry, 
and the public. After there has been 
sufficient time for all interests to con
sider them-and by that I mean before 
the end of this year-it is my intention 
to bring everyone together in an effort 
to obtain an agreement on what spe
cifically can be done to revitalize our 
merchant marine. I am joined in this 
by my colleague and friend, the senior 
Senator from Hawaii, who is also the 
ranking Democrat on the Merchant 
Marine Subcommittee. 

In keeping with our plan, I am today 
introducing two bills on behalf of 
myself and Senator INOUYE, which 
along with those already pending will, 
we hope, generate some constructive 
thought. I stress that this is our pur
pose, and in no way should our spon
sorship be construed as endorsing 
their specific provisions. 

The first proposal would consolidate, 
clarify, and to some extent enlarge the 
scope of existing cargo preference 
laws. It would apply solely to cargoes 

that are generated directly or indirect
ly by Federal funds. While it is similar 
to H.R. 2692, it differs in several im
portant respects. 

We are also introducing a proposal 
which is intended to focus attention 
on international liner shipping as it 
will be after the UNCT AD Code comes 
into force this fall. The United States 
is not signatory to the code, but as the 
world's largest trader whose trades are 
open to everyone, we must insure that 
U.S. liner operators receive fair and 
equal treatment when they cross
trade. Thus, this bill does not pre
scribe a policy of bilaterialism, but in 
effect proposes "when the U.S. negoti
ates a bilateral maritime agreement, 
this is the way to do it." 

Mr. President, I would encourage 
every Member of the Senate to consid
er these bills and the others that are 
already pending, and to communicate 
their views to the subcommittee. I 
would hope the administration and all 
interested parties would do the same. 
Then, in the fall, I would hope we will 
be in a position for everyone to sit 
down and try to agree on what, specifi
cally, can be done now to revitalize our 
maritime industry. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself 
and Mr. D'AMATo): 

S.J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to des
ignate the day of October 22, 1983, as 
"Metropolitan Opera Day"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

METROPOLITAN OPERA DAY 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
later this year the Metropolitan Opera 
will celebrate its 100th birthday. I take 
pleasure and pride in introducing a 
joint resolution to authorize and re
quest the President to declare October 
22, 1983, as "Metropolitan Opera 
Day." And I am pleased to have my 
distinguished colleague, Senator 
D' AMATo, join me in this resolution . 

For the last 100 years, the Metropol
itan has brought opera to millions of 
people and has succeeded in reaching 
an audience larger than that of any 
other performing arts organization in 
the world. Eight hundred thousand 
people see performance at the opera 
house each year; another quarter of a 
million see the company during its 
annual tour. For the last 17 years, the 
Metropolitan has sponsored free per
formances of full-length operas in the 
parks of New York City and Nassau 
County; each performance attracts an 
audience of a quarter of a million 
people. 

For over 40 years, live radio broad
casts of Saturday matinees at the Met 
have reached millions of listeners all 
over the country. Telecasts of Metro
politan performances reach 7 million 
viewers throughout the North Ameri
can continent; since 1980 telecasts 
have been shown in 26 countries all 
over the world. 

The Metropolitan is an inspiration 
not only in its artistic achievements, 
but also in its exemplary record of 
service. Student performances, semi
nars, and auditions are held each year 
under the sponsorship of the Metro
politan. The staff provides technical 
and managerial assistance to opera 
companies throughout the United 
States. The Metropolitan also distrib
utes educational materials to school
teachers all over the country. 

The Metropolitan Opera has en
riched the lives of our citizenry and 
our Nation's standing in world culture 
for almost half our Nation's history. It 
is only appropriate that we honor the 
Metropolitan for its century of excel
lence and that we send the company 
our best wishes for the years to come. 

I request that the text of the resolu
tion be printed in the RECORD follow
ing my statement. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows; 

S.J. RES. 128 
Whereas the Metropolitan Opera is one of 

the world's premier performing arts organi· 
zations and has an audiene larger than that 
of any other such organization in the world; 

Whereas the Metropolitan Opera, since its 
first performance one hundred years ago on 
October 22, 1883, has provided the finest 
quality in opera to audiences throughout 
the nations; 

Whereas the Metropolitan Opera pio
neered radio presentations of live opera, 
performing on radio for more than 40 years 
and more recently on television; 

Whereas the Metropolitan Opera has 
toured the United States since its founding 
in 1883; 

Whereas the Metropolitan Opera provides 
educational services to the people of the 
United States by generously encouraging 
and training young artists and by providing 
technical and managerial assistance to 
other opera companies in the Nation; 

Whereas the Metropolitan Opera has pre
sented renowned performing arts companies 
from all over the world at the Opera House; 

Whereas the Metropolitan Opera House, 
which is maintained by the company, is one 
of the Nation's treasures and one of the 
greatest performing arts theaters in the 
world; and 

Whereas throughout its long history, the 
Metropolitan Opera Company has fostered 
generations of music lovers and has en
riched and inspired this Nation: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and the Howe of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation designating October 
22, 1983, the 100th anniversary of its first 
performance, as "Metropolitan Opera Day" 
throughout these United States.e 
e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, 
today, I join my good friend and col
league, Senator MoYNIHAlf, in support 
of this resolution celebrating the 
100th birthday of the opening of the 
Metropolitan Opera. As Americans, we 
are extremely proud of the contribu
tions made by the Metropolitan Opera 
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to our cultural heritage. It is one of 
the great treasures of our Nation, of 
New York State, and of New York 
City. In its short 100 years, it has 
grown into the world's premier per
forming arts organization. Its perform
ances uplift our spirit and add beauty 
to our lives. 

Music has always been very impor
tant both to me and my family. It is a 
central part of our daily lives. I re
member when I was young that Satur
day afternoons were reserved for the 
Metropolitan Opera radio broadcasts. 
I remember the thrill when I heard 
the announcer say "the golden curtain 
is going up." These broadcasts, in ex
istence for over 40 years, created many 
lifelong opera lovers, of which I am 
one. 

The Metropolitan Opera is the only 
opera company in the United States 
with year-round activity. As a result, 
more than 130 million people hear the 
Metropolitan Opera each season 
either live or via radio broadcasts and 
telecasts. 

The Metropolitan Opera currently 
has a 30-week New York season, 
during which it presents 25 different 
operas at 210 performances. Each 
season, 20 of its performances are 
broadcast on radio Saturday after
noons and 4 or 5 performances are pre
sented on television. In addition, the 
Metropolitan undertakes an annual 
national tour of fully staged opera 
performances in eight cities-Atlanta, 
Boston, Cleveland, Dallas, Detroit, 
Memphis, Minneapolis, and the Na
tion's Capital. It also provides eight 
free performances in New York City 
and Nasssau County parks. 

The Metropolitan Opera also func
tions as our cultural ambassador 
abroad. Its performances are telecast 
to 26 countries. In 1980, the Metropoli
tan presented its first live telecast to 
Europe of "Manon Lescaut" by the 
great Italian operatic composer Gia
como Puccini. More people saw this 
telecast than had seen the opera in 
the 87 years since it premiered. 

Mr. President, I urge our colleagues 
to join us in paying tribute to this 
great cultural institution by recogniz
ing the 100th birthday of the Met.e 

sor of S. 267, a bill entitled "The Coal 
Distribution and Utilization Act of 
1983." 

8.555 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 555, a bill to stop the 
proliferation of "cop-killer" bullets. 

s. 618 

At the request of Mr. PERCY, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. BRADLEY) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 618, a bill to revise certain 
Federal training and economic devel
opment programs to create jobs and 
develop skills in renewable energy and 
energy conservation industries, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 657 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DoMENICI) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 657, a bill to amend the 
Animal Welfare Act to insure the 
proper treatment of laboratory ani
mals. 

s. 971 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
GLENN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
971, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to ex
pedite research on a disease or disor
der which constitutes a public health 
emergency. 

s. 980 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. BUMPERS) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 980, a bill to amend the Fed
eral Mine Safety and Health Amend
ments Act of 1977 to provide that the 
provisions of such act shall not aply to 
the surface mining of stone, clay, and 
sand work. 

s. 1169 

At the request of Mr. EAGLETON, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. BUMPERS) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1169, a bill to delay index
ation of individual income taxes until 
the Federal deficit for any fiscal year 
does not exceed 2 percent of the Gross 
National Product for such fiscal year. 

s. 1170 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
s. 166 name of the Senator from New Jersey 

At the request of Mr. INoUYE, the . <Mr. BRADLEY) was added as a cospon
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. sor of S. 1170, a bill to establish a Di
MATSUNAGA) was added as a cosponsor rector of Operational Testing and 
of S. 166, a bill to amend title XVIII of Evaluation in the Department of De
the Social Security Act to provide that fense, and for other purposes. 
services furnished by a clinical psy- s. 1231 

chologist shall be reimbursable under At the request of Mr. BoREN, the 
medicare when furnished by a health name of the Senator from Wyoming 
maintenance organization to a <Mr. WALLOP) was added as a cospon-
member of that organization. sor of S. 1231, a bill to amend the In-

s. 267 ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
At the request of Mr. JoHNSTON, the exempt certain piggyback trailers and 

name of the Senator from Washington semitrailers from the tax on motor ve
<Mr. JACKSON) was added as a cospon- hicles. 

8.1444 

At the request of Mr. MELcB:m, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. BosCHWITZ) and the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. LEviN> were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1444, a bill to deny 
most-favored-nation status to any 
country that in the judgment of the 
President denies religious freedom to 
its citizens. 

s. 1541 

At the request of Mr. BYRD, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THuRMoND), the Senator 
from California <Mr. CRANSTON), the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART), 
the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS), the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. DURENBERGER), and the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. ExoN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1541, a bill to au
thorize the presentation ort behalf of 
the Congress of a specially struck 
bronze medal to the families of Ameri
can personnel missing or otherwise un
accounted for in Southeast Asia. 

s. 1563 

At the request of Mr. STEVENs, the 
name of the Senator from Florida 
<Mrs. HAWKINS) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1563, a bill to amend sec
tion 204 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
authorize the deposit of cash proceeds 
from the disposal of excess or surplus 
property into the general fund of the 
Treasury for use to retire the national 
debt. 

s. 1596 

At the request of Mr. TRIBLE, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. ANDREWs) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1596, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
exempt farm trucks from the heavy 
truck use tax where use on public 
highways does not exceed 10,000 miles. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 56 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THuRMoNt>), the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. ExoN), and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. SPEC
TER) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 56, a joint res
olution to designate the month of 
August 1983 as "National Child Sup
port Enforcement Month.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 102 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. SARBANES), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HEINz), the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
LUGAR), the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. PRYOR), the Senator from rutnois 
<Mr. DIXON), the Senator from Ken
tucky <Mr. FoRD), the Senator from 
Oklahoma <Mr. BoREN), the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. CHAnE), and 
the Senator from Utah <Mr. GARN) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
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Joint Resolution 102, a joint resolu
tion to designate the week of October 
16, 1983, through October 22, 1983, as 
"Lupus Awareness Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 105 

At the request of Mr. RUDMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 105, a joint 
resolution calling upon the Depart
ment of Justice and all other appropri
ate Federal agencies to enforce Feder
al antitrust laws, including the prohi
bition against vertical price restraints. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 108 

At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
<Mr. DENTON) and the Senator from 
New Jersey <Mr. LAUTENBERG) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 106, a joint resolution des
ignating August 3, 1983, as "National 
Paralyzed Veterans Recognition Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 110 

At the request of Mr. STEVENs, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. DANFORTH) was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
110, a joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to limiting 
campaign contributions and expendi
tures. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 128 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. THuRMOND) was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
126, a Joint resolution to designate the 
week of July 17, 1983, through July 23, 
1983, as "National Com Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 21 

At the request of Mr. CoHEN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine <Mr. 
MITCHELL) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 21, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress respecting the 
administration of title X of the Public 
Health Service Act. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 40 

At the request of Mr. LEviN, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. DECONCINI) was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 40, a concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress 
that a uniform State act should be de
veloped and adopted which provides 
grandparents with adequate rights to 
petition State courts for privileges to 
visit their grandchildren following the 
dissolution-because of divorce, sepa
ration, or death-of the marriage of 
such grandchildren's parents, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 74 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the name 
of the Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
BINGAMAN) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 7 4, a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate 
concerning the future of the people on 
Taiwan. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION, 1984 

PROXMIRE AND PRYOR 
AMENDMENT NO. 1466 

Mr. PROXMmE <for himself and 
Mr. PRYOR) proposed an amendment 
1466 to the bill <S. 675> authorizing ap
propriations for fiscal year 1984 for 
the Armed Forces for procurement, 
for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, and for operation and 
maintenance, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces and for civilian employ
ees of the Department of Defense, and 
for other purposes, as follpws: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
'the following new section: 

SERVICEMEN'S GROUP LIFE INSURANCE AND 
VETERANS' GROUP LIFE INSURANCE 

SEC. . <a> Section 767 of title 38, United 
States Code, relating to the Servicemen's 
Group Life Insurance program, is amend
ed-

< 1 > in the first sentence of subsection <a> 
by inserting "$100,000, $95,000, $90,000, 
$85,000, $80,000, $75,000, $70,000, $65,000, 
$60,000, $55,000, $50,000, $45,000, $40,000," 
after "<B> to be insured in the amount of"; 

(2} in the first sentence of subsection <c>
<A> by striking out "the amount of 

$30,000, $25,000, $20,000, $15,000, $10,000, 
$5,000", and inserting in lieu thereof "an 
amount other than $35,000"; and 

<B> by striking out "in the amount of 
$35,000, $30,000, $25,000, $20,000, $15,000, or 
$10,000", and inserting in lieu thereof "in 
another amount authorized by subsection 
<a> of this section"; and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, any member who, on the ef
fective date of this subsection, is assigned 
to, or who upon application would be eligi
ble for assignment to, the Retired Reserve 
of a uniformed service, may obtain in
creased insurance coverage under this sub
chapter up to a maximum of $100,000 in in
crements of $5,000, if the member (1) is in
sured under this subchapter on such effec
tive date or, within one year after such ef
fective date, reinstates insurance which 
lapsed before such date for nonpayment of 
premiums, and <2> submits, within one year 
after such effective date, a written applica
tion for increased coverage to the office es
tablished pursuant to section 766 <b> of this 
title.". 

<b> Section 777<a> of such title, relating to 
Veterans' Group Life Insurance, is amend
ed-

<1> by striking out "or $35,000 only" in the 
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$35,000, $40,000, $45,000, $50,000, $55,000, 
$60,000, $65,000, $70,000, $75,000, $80,000, 
$85,000, $90,000, $95,000, or $100,000 only"; 

<2> by striking out "$35,000" in the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$100,000"; and 

<3> by striking out "$35,000" each place it 
appears in the fourth sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$100,000". 

<c> The amendments made by subsections 
<a> and <b> shall take effect on the first day 

of the first month which begins at least 
sixty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

TOWER AMENDMENT NO. 1467 
Mr. TOWER proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 675, supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 24, line 11, strike 
"$12,499,116,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$12,936,116,000". 

On page 18, line 24, strike "$8,532,334,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$8,095,334,000". 

PRYOR <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1468 

Mr. PRYOR <for himself, Mr. HAT
FIELD, Mr. HART, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
BURDICK, Mr. ~IEGLE, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. CRANSTON, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. HEINZ) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 675, 
supra, as follows: 

On page 17, line 3, strike "$2,144,589,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$2,013,989,000". 

On page 139, strike lines 1-23 and insert in 
lieu thereof: 
PROHIBITION ON PROCUREMENT OF LETHAL 

BINARY CHEMICAL KUNITIONS, RELATED PRo
DUCTION FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT AND PRECUR· 
SOR CHEMICALS 

SEc. 1013. <a> None of the funds appropri
ated pursuant to the authorization of appro
priations in this bill may be obligated or ex
pended, and notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law no agency of Government may 
obligate or expend appropriated funds, for 
procurement of binary chemical munitions 
or for production facilities, equipment, or 
precursor chemicals for such munitions. 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term "lethal binary chemical munitions" 
means (1) any toxic chemical <solid, liquid, 
or gas> which is intended to be used to 
produce injury or death to human beings 
through its chemical properties, and <2> any 
device, instrument, apparatus, or contriv
ance, including any components or accesso
ries thereof, intended to be used only to dis
perse or otherwise disseminate any such 
toxic chemical. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

HUDDLESTON <AND FORD> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1469 

Mr. HUDDLESTON <for himself and 
Mr. FoRD) proposed an amendment to 
the bill <H.R. 3392> to amend the Agri
cultural Act of 1949; as follows: 

Insert at the end of the bill the following 
new sections: 

SEC. 2. Section 319 of the Agricultural Ad
Justment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1314e> is 
amended by-

< 1 > in the second sentence of subsection 
<c>. striking out "5 per centum" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "15 per centum"; and 

(2) in the fourth sentence of subsection 
<e>, striking out "95 per centum" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "85 per centum". 
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SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 

review, under section 22 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended, the effects of 
Imports of Burley tobacco on the Depart
ment of Agriculture's Burley tobacco price
support program whenever <1> the level of 
price support for any crop of Burley tobacco 
is increased by less then 65 per centum of 
the amount that it would have otherwise 
been increased if the level of price support 
would have been determined in accordance 
with section 106<b> of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, or <2> stocks of Burley tobacco held 
by producer-owned cooperative marketing 
associations having loan agreements with 
the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
20 per centum of the national marketing 
quota proclaimed by the Secretary for any 
such crop of Burley tobacco. 

MILITARY PROCUREMENT ACT, 
1984 

KENNEDY <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1470 

Mr. KENNEDY <for himself, Mr. 
BUMPERS, and Mr. HOLLINGS) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 675, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 18, line 23, strike out 
"$21,286,690,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$15,659,890,000". 

On page 21, strike out lines 1 through 7 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

PROHIBITION ON KULTIYEAR CONTRACTS FOR 
CERTAIN EQUIPMENT 

On page 21, line 8, strike out "(b)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 108.". 

On page 24, line 11, strike out 
"$12,499,116,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$11,749,116,000". 

On page 158, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following new section: 
PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR THE B-lB 

BOMBER AIRCRAFT; REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL 
FUNDS FOR THE STEALTH BOMBER PROGRAM 

SEC. 1026. <a> None of the funds appropri-
ated pursuant to an authorization of appro
priations in this or any other Act may be 
used to carry out the B-1B bomber aircraft 
program. 

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the 
development of the Stealth bomber is essen
tial to national security and should proceed 
as rapidly as is possible. The Secretary of 
the Air Force is directed to submit a supple
mental request to the Congress for such ad
ditional funds for fiscal year 1984 to carry 
out research, development, testing, and eval
uation in connection with the Stealth 
bomber program as he determines can effec
tively be used in such fiscal year on such 
program. 

HART <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1471 

<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HART (for himself, Mr. HAT

l"'ELD, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. LEviN, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. MELcHER, Mr. TSON· 
GAS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. KENNEDY, and 
Mr. DoDD) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to 
the bill S. 675, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, and the following 
new section: 

"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, no funds appropriated under 
any Act shall be obligated or expended for 
the research, development, testing, evalua
tion, procurement, or deployment of the 
MX missile.". 

MITCHELL <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1472 

Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
LEviN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. DODD, and 
Mr. HoLLINGS) proposed an amend
ment to the bill S. 675, supra; as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 
EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION ON CONTRACTS FOR 

THE PERFORMANCE OF I'IREFIGHTING AND SE
CURITY FUNCTIONS 

SEc. . <a> None of the funds appropri
ated pursuant to an authorization contained 
in this or any other Act may be obligated or 
expended prior to October 1, 1985, for the 
purposes of entering into any contract for 
the performance of firefighting or security
guard functions at any military installation 
or facility, except when such funds are for 
the express purpose of providing for the re
newal of contracts in effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act or when such 
funds are for new contracts for functions 
under contract on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

<b> The provisions of this section shall not 
apply (1) to overseas locations <excluding 
Hawaii and Alaska> at which military per
sonnel would have to be used for the pur
poses described in subsection <a> at the ex
pense of unit readiness, or <2> to govern
ment-owned but privately operated installa
tions. 

<c> The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress not later than March 1, 
1984, a written report, compiled in consulta
tion with the United States Fire Adminis
trator, containing an assessment of the spe
cial needs of the Department of Defense 
with respect to firefighting and base securi
ty and an assessment of how those needs 
are met by both Federal employees and con
tract personnel. 

ARMSTRONG <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1473 

Mr. ARMSTRONG (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. HART, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
KAsTEN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. PREssLER, 
Mrs. HAWKINS, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
MITCHELL, and Mr. D' AMATO) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 675, 
supra; as follows: 

Add at the end of the bill the following 
new title: 

TITLE IV-VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL 
AsSISTANCE Alo:lmiiENTS 

SEC. 401. This title may be cited as the 
"Peace-Time Veterans' Educational Assist
ance Act". 

NEW EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

SEC. 402. <a> Title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting before chapter 31 
the following new chapters: 

''CHAPTER 29-PEACETIJIE VETERANs' 
EDUCATIONAL AssiSTANCE PROGRAM 

"SUBCHAPTER I-PURPOSES; DEPINITIONS 

"Sec. 

"1401. Purposes. 
"1402. Definitions. 

"SUBCHAPTER II-BASIC EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE 

"1411. Entitlement to basic educational as
sistance for active duty service. 

"1412. Entitlement to basic educational as
sistance for service in the Se
lected Reserve. 

"1413. Duration of basic educational assi
tance. 

"1414. Payment of basic educational assist
ance allowance. 

''SUBCHAPTER III-SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE 

"1421. Entitlement to supplemental educa
tional assistance. 

"1422. Determinations of designated per
sonnel categories. 

"1423. Payment of supplemental educa
tional assistance allowance. 

"SUBCHAPTER IV-ADDITIONAL RECRUITIIENT 
AND RETENTION INCENTIVES 

"1431. Additional amounts of assistance. 
"SUBCHAPTER V-GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

PROVISIONS 

"1441. Expiration of periods during which 
entitlement may be used. 

"1442. Suspension of educational assist
ance. 

"1443. Exclusion of certain service for pur
pose of earning entitlement; 
bar to duplication of benefits. 

"1444. Extension to permit completion of 
term. 

"1445. Program requirements. 
"1446. Appropriations; administrative ex

penses; budget function. 
"1447. Reporting requirements. 

"SUBCHAPTER I-PURPOSES; DEFINITIONS 

"§ 1401. Purposes 
"The purposes of this chapter are-
"(1) to promote and assist the total force 

concept of the Armed Forces by establishing 
a new program of educational assistance to 
aid in the recruitment and retention of 
highly qualified personnel for both the 
active and reserve components of the Armed 
Forces; and 

"(2) to assist such personnel in obtaining 
an education that they might not otherwise 
be able to afford. 
"§ 1402. Definitions 

"For the purposes of this chapter: 
"( 1 > The term 'basic educational assist

ance' means educational assistance provided 
under subchapter II of this chapter. 

"(2) The term 'effective date' means the 
effective date provided for in section 408<b> 
of the Omnibus Defense Authorization Act, 
1984. 

"<3> The term 'educational institution' has 
the same meaning provided in section 
1652<c> of this title. 

"(4) The term 'program of education' has 
the same meaning provided in section 
1652<b> of this title. 

"<5> The term 'Selected Reserve' means 
the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve 
of any of the reserve components of the 
Armed Forces, as required to be maintained 
under section 268(b) of title 10. 

"<6> The term 'supplemental educational 
assistance' means educational assistance 
provided under subchapter III of this chap
ter. 
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"SUBCHAPTER II-BASIC EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE 

"§ 1411. Entitlement to basic educational 888ist
ance for active duty service 
"<a> Except as provided in subsection <b> 

of this section, an individual shall be enti
tled to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter if such individual-

"<1> after the effective date-
"<A> serves at least three years of continu

ous active duty in the Armed Forces, or 
"(B) serves at least two years of continu

ous active duty in the Armed Forces and 
agrees to serve at least four years in a re
serve component of the Armed Forces after 
service on active duty; 

"(2) before completion of the active-duty 
service described in clause < 1 > of this subsec
tion, has received a secondary school diplo
ma <or an equivalency certificate>; and 

"(3) upon completion of the active-duty 
service described in clause <1> of this subsec
tion-

"<A> is discharged from such service with 
an honorable discharge, is placed on the re
tired list, is transferred to the Fleet Reserve 
or Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, or is placed 
on the temporary disability retired list; 

"<B> continues on active duty; or 
"(C) is released from active duty for fur

ther service in a reserve component of the 
Armed Forces after service on active duty 
characterized by the Secretary concerned as 
honorable service. 

"(b) An individual who receives a commis
sion as an officer in the Armed Forces upon 
graduation from one of the service acade
mies or upon completion of a program of 
educational assistance under section 2107 of 
title 10 is not entitled to basic educational 
assistance under this section. 

"(c) For the purposes of subsection 
<a><3><A> of this section, an individual who, 
upon completion of such individual's full 
period of obligated service or upon such in
dividual's discharge under section 1173 of 
title 10, has received a general discharge 
shall be deemed to have been discharged 
with an honorable discharge if the Adminis
trator determines that such individual's dis
charge was under conditions other than dis
honorable. 

"(d) Except as provided in subsection <b> 
of this section, an individual who has not 
yet become entitled to basic educational as
sistance under this chapter pursuant to sub
section <a><l><A> of this section and who-

"<1) after the effective date serves at least 
two years of continuous active duty in the 
Armed Forces; and 

"(2) before completion of the service de
scribed in clause < 1 > of this subsection, has 
received a secondary school diploma <or an 
equivalency certificate), 
shall be entitled to such assistance while 
such individual is serving a year of active 
duty that, when completed, will result in 
such individual meeting the length- and 
continuity-of-service requirement of subsec
tion <a>< 1 ><A> of this section. 
"§ 1412. Entitlement to basic educational 888ist

ance for service in the Selected Reserve 
"(a) Subject to subsection <b> of this sec

tion and except as provided in subsection <c> 
of this section, an individual shall be enti
tled to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter if such individual-

"<1> after the effective date serv~-
"<A> in any order (i) at least two years of 

continuous active duty in the Armed Forces 
characterized by the Secretary concerned as 
honorable service, and (ii) at least four 
years of continuous service in the Selected 

Reserve during which the individual partici
pates satisfactorily in training as required 
by the Secretary concerned; or 

"<B> at least six years of continuous serv
ice in the Selected Reserve during which 
the individual participates satisfactorily in 
training as required by the Secretary con
cerned; 

"(2) before completion of the duty or serv
ice described in clause <l><A>(i) or <B> of this 
subsection, has received a secondary school 
diploma <or an equivalency certificate>; and 

"(3) upon completion of the duty or serv
ice described in clause <1> of this subsec
tion-

"<A> is discharged with an honorable dis
charge, is placed on the retired list, or is 
transferred to the Standby Reserve or an 
element of the Ready Reserve other than 
the Selected Reserve after service in the Se
lected Reserve characterized by the Secre
tary concerned as honorable service; or 

"<B> is ordered to or continues to serve on 
active duty or enters or continues to serve in 
the Selected Reserve. 

"(b) For the purposes of clause <1> of sub
section <a> of this section, the continuity of 
service of a member in the Selected Reserve 
shall not be considered to be broken-

"(!) by any period of time <not to exceed a 
maximum period prescribed by the Secre
tary concerned by regulation> during which 
the member if unable to locate a unit of a 
Selected Reserve that such member is eligi
ble to join or that has a vacancy; 

"(2) by any other period of time <not to 
exceed a maximum period prescribed by the 
Secretary concerned under regulations such 
Secretary shall prescribe> during which the 
member is not assigned to a unit of a Select
ed Reserve and which the Secretary con
cerned, pursuant to regulations which such 
Secretary shall prescribe, determines should 
not be considered for the purpose of ensur
ing continuity of service; or 

"(3) by any period of time during which 
such member serves on active day. 

"(c) An individual who receives a commis
sion as an officer in the Armed Forces upon 
graduation from one of the service acade
mies or upon completion of a program of 
educational assistance under section 2107 of 
title 10 is not eligible for educational assist
ance under this section. 

"(d) For the purposes of subsections 
<a><3><A> and <e> of this section, an individ
ual who, upon completion of such individ
ual's full period of obligated service or upon 
such individual's discharge under section 
1173 of title 10, has received a general dis
charge shall be deemed to have been dis
charged with an honorable discharge if the 
Administrator determines that such individ
ual's discharge was under conditions other 
than dishonorable. 

"(e) Subject to subsection <b> of this sec
tion and except as provided in subsection <c> 
of this section, an individual who has not 
yet become entitled to basic educational as
sistance under this chapter by virtue of sub
section <a> of this section and who-

"<1> after the effective date serves two 
years of continuous active duty in the 
Armed Forces or two years of continuous 
service in the Selected Reserve during 
which the individual participates satisfacto
rily in training as required by the Secretary 
concerned, or serves any combination of 
such types of service and the combined serv
ice equals at least two years of continuous 
service; 

"<2> before completion of such two years 
of service has received a secondary school 
diploma <or an equivalency certificate>; and 

"(3) following completion of such two 
years of service has not been discharged or 
released from such service with a discharge 
other than honorable discharge or a charac
terization of such service by the Secretary 
concerned as other than honorable service, 
shall be entitled to basic educational assist
ance under this chapter while such individ
ual continues to serve either <A> on active 
duty, or <B> on continuous duty in the Se
lected Reserve, during which the individual 
participates satisfactorily in training as re
quired by the Secretary concerned. 
"§ 1413. Duration of basic educational 888istance 

"(a) Subject to section 1795 of this title 
and subsection <b> of this section, each indi
vidual entitled to basic educational assist
ance under this chapter is entitled to (1) one 
month of educational assistance benefits 
under this chapter for each month of active 
duty served by such individual after the ef
fective date, and <2> one month of educa
tional assistance benefits under this chapter 
for each three months served by such indi
vidual in the Selected Reserve after the ef
fective date. 

"(b) An individual may not receive basic 
educational assistance benefits under this 
chapter for a period in excess of thirty-six 
months <or the equivalent thereof in part
time educational assistance>. 
"§ 1414. Payment of basic educational 888istance 

allowance 
"(a) The Administrator shall pay to each 

individual entitled to basic educational as
sistance under this chapter who is pursuing 
an approved program of education under 
this chapter a basic educational assistance 
allowance pursuant to this section to help 
meet, in part, the cost of such individual's 
subsistence, tuition, fees, supplies, books, 
equipment, and other educational expenses. 

"(b) A basic educational assistance allow
ance under this subchapter shall be paid

"(1) at the monthly rate of $300 for an ap
proved program of education pursued on a 
full-time basis; or 

"(2) at an appropriately reduced rate, as 
determined under regulations which the Ad
ministrator shall prescribe, for an approved 
program of education pursued on less than 
a full-time basis. 
''SUBCHAPTER III-SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE 

"§ 1421. Entitlement to supplemental educational 
assistance 
"An individual who has established enti

tlement to basic educational assistance 
under chapter II of this chapter by complet
ing three years of continuous active duty 
after the effective date shall be entitled to 
supplemental educational assistance under 
this subchapter if such individual-

"(!) has been determined by the Secretary 
concerned to be serving in a category of per
sonnel designated under section 1422 of this 
title; 

"(2) has completed an additional three 
years of continuous active duty in such cate
gory; and 

"(3)(1) has been honorably discharged or 
released therefrom, or (ii) is serving on 
active duty. 
"§ 1422. Determinations of designated penonnel 

categories 
"In order to obtain or retain the services 

of sufficient numbers of personnel in speci
fied skills, the Secretary concerned may des
ignate, in accordance with regulations 
which the Secretary of Defense shall pre-
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scribe, categories of personnel for the pur
poses of section 1421<2> of this title. 
"11423. Payment of supplemental educational as

listanee allowance 
"<a> The Administrator shall pay to each 

Individual entitled to supplemental educa
tional assistance under this chapter who is 
pursuing an approved program of education 
under this chapter supplemental education
al assistance pursuant to this section to help 
meet, in part, the costs of such individual's 
subsistence, tuition. fees, supplies, books, 
equipment, and other educational expenses. 

"(b) A supplemental educational assist
ance allowance under this subchapter shall 
be paid to an individual entitled thereto-

"(1) concurrently with the payment of the 
basic educational assistance allowance paid 
to such individual under subchapter II of 
this chapter; and 

"(2)(A) at the monthly rate of $300 for an 
approved program of education pursued on 
a full-time basis, or <B> at an appropriately 
reduced rate, as determined under regula
tions which the Administrator shall pre
scribe, for an approved program of educa
tion pursued on less than a full-time basis. 

"SUBCHAPTER IV-ADDITIONAL RECRUITMENT 
AND RETENTION INCENTIVES 

"§ 1431. Additional amounts of assistance 
"Subject to the availability of funds ap

propriated specifically for the purposes of 
this section, the Secretary concerned may, 
In accordance with regulations which the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe to im
plement this section, increase the rate or 
rates of basic or supplemental educational 
assistance allowance, or both such allow
ances, payable to an individual on account 
of active duty service performed in a catego
ry of personnel designated under section 
1422 of this title if <l> the Secretary con
cerned determines such action is necessary 
and appropriate in order to obtain or retain 
the services of sufficient numbers of quali
fied active duty personnel in such designat
ed category of personnel, and <2> such 
action is approved by the Secretary of De
fense. In no event may the amount by 
which such rates are increased under this 
section exceed $300 a month in the case of 
any individual. 
"SUBCHAPTER V-GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

PROVISIONS 

"§ 1441. Expiration of periods during which enti
tlement may be used 
"<a> Except as provided in subsection <b> 

and <c> of this section, the period during 
which an individual may use such individ
ual's entitlement to educational assistance 
under this chapter expires at the end of the 
ten-year period beginning on the later of-

"(1) the date of such individual's last dis
charge or release from active duty; or 

"(2) the last date on which such individual 
becomes entitled to any such assistance. 

"(b) In the case of an individual who, sub
sequent to such individual's last discharge 
or release from active duty, was captured 
and held as a prisoner of war by a foreign 
government or power, the ten-year period 
described in subsection <a> of this section 
shall not run (1) while such individual is so 
detained, or <2> during any period immedi
ately following such individual's release 
from such detention during which such indi
vidual is hospitalized. 

"(c)(l) In the case of any individual-
"<A> who was prevented from pursuing 

such individual's chosen program of educa
tion prior to the expiration of the ten-year 
period described in subsection <a> of this 

section because of a physical or mental dis
ability <not including a condition described 
in paragraph <2><A> of this section> which 
was not the result of such individual's own 
willful misconduct; and 

"<B> who applies for an extension of such 
ten-year period within one year after (i) the 
last day of such period, or (ii) the last day 
on which such individual was so prevented 
from pursuing such program, whichever is 
later, 
such ten-year period shall not run with re
spect to such individual during the period of 
time that such individual was so prevented 
from pursuing such program and such ten
year period will again begin running on the 
first day following such individual's recov
ery from such disability on which it is rea
sonably feasible, as determined under regu
lations which the Administrator shall pre
scribe, for such individual to initiate or 
resume pursuit of a program of education 
with educational assistance under this chap
ter. 

"<2><A> A condition referred to in para
graph < 1 ><A> of this subsection and in sub
paragraph <B> of this paragraph is an alco
hol or drug dependence or abuse condition 
of an individual in a case in which it is de
termined, under regulations which the Ad
ministrator shall prescribe that-

"(i) such individual <I> has received recog
nized treatment for such condition, or <II> 
has participated in a program of rehabilita
tion for such condition; and 

"<11> such condition is sufficiently under 
control to enable such individual to pursue 
such individual's chosen program of educa
tion under this chapter. 

"<B> In the case of any individual-
"(1) who was prevented from pursuing 

such individual's chosen program of educa
tion prior to the expiration of the ten-year 
period described in subsection <a> of this 
section because of a condition described in 
subparagraph <A> of this paragraph; and 

"(ii) who applies for an extension of such 
ten-year period within one year after <I> the 
last date of the ten year period otherwise 
applicable under this section, <II> the termi
nation of the last period of such treatment 
of such program of rehabilitation, or <III> 
the date on which final regulations pre
scribed pursuant to subparagraph <A> of 
this paragraph are published in the Federal 
Register, whichever is the latest, 
such ten-year period shall not, subject to 
subparagraph <C> of this paragraph, run 
with respect to such individual during the 
period of time that such individual was so 
prevented from pursuing such program and 
such ten-year period will again begin run
ning on the first day, following such condi
tion becoming sufficiently under control to 
enable such individual to pursue such indi
viduals chosen program of education under 
this chapter, on which it is reasonably feasi
ble, as determined in accordance with such 
regulations, for such individual to initiate or 
resume pursuit of a program of education 
with educational assistance under this chap
ter. 

"<C> An extension of the applicable ten
year period because of such condition shall 
be limited to the period of time the individ
ual was receiving treatment or the period of 
time the individual was participating in a 
program of rehabilitation for such condition 
plus such additional length of time as the 
individual demonstrates, to the satisfaction 
of the Administrator, that the individual 
was prevented by such condition from initi
ating or completing such program of educa-

tion, but in no event shall the extension be 
for more than four years. 
"§ 1442. Suspension of educational auiatanee 

"<a> The Administrator shall suspend the 
payment of educational assistance allow
ance under this chapter in the case of any 
individual who is assigned to a reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces in connection 
with establishing entitlement to educational 
assistance under this chapter and with re
spect to whom a certification has been re
ceived from the Secretary concerned stating 
that such individual is failing to serve satis
factorily in such reserve component. 

"<b> Unless the individual <except for the 
operation of subsection <a> of this section> is 
no longer entitled to such assistance, the 
payment of such assistance shall be rein
stated upon receipt of certification from the 
Secretary concerned that such individual is 
serving satisfactorily as a member of such 
reserve component. 
"§ 1«3. Exclusion of certain se"ice for purpose 

of earning entitlement; bar to duplication of 
benefits 
"(a) For the purposes of this chapter, the 

term 'active duty' does not include any 
period during which an individual < 1 > was 
assigned full time by the Armed Forces to a 
civilian institution for a course of education 
which was substantially the same as estab
lished courses offered to civilians, <2> served 
as a cadet or midshipman at one of the serv
ice academies, or <3> served under the provi
sions of section 511<d> of title 10 pursuant 
to an enlistment in the Army National 
Guard or the Air National Guard or as a Re
serve for service in the Army Reserve, Naval 
Reserve, Air Force Reserve, Marine Corps 
Reserve, or Coast Guard Reserve. 

"(b) A period of service counted for pur
poses of repayment under section 902 of the 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 
1981 (10 U.S.C. 2141 note), of an education 
loan may not also be counted for purposes 
of entitlement to educational assistance 
under this chapter. 

"(c) An individual entitled to educational 
assistance under a program established by 
this chapter who is also eligible for educa
tional assistance under a program under 
chapter 31, 32, 34, 35, or 36 of this title or 
under chapter 106 or 107 of title 10 may not 
receive assistance under both programs con
currently but shall elect <in such form and 
manner as the Administrator shall pre
scribe> under which program to receive edu
cational assistance. 
"§ 14«. Extension to permit completion of term 

"<a> If an individual is enrolled under this 
chapter in an educational institution regu
larly operated on the quarter or semester 
system and the period during which such in
dividual may use such individual's entitle
ment under this chapter would, under sec
tion 1441 of this title, expire during a Quar
ter or semester, such period shall be ex
tended to the termination of such quarter 
or semester. 

"(b) If an individual is enrolled under this 
chapter in an educational institution not 
regularly operated on the Quarter or semes
ter system and the period during which 
such individual may use such Individual's 
entitlement under this chapter would. 
under section 1441 of this title, expire after 
a major portion of the course is completed. 
such period shall be extended to the end of 
the course or for twelve weeks, whichever is 
the lesser period of extension. 
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"§ 1445. Propam requirements 

"Except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter. the provisions of section 1663, 1670, 
1671. 1673, 1674, 1676, and 1683 of this title 
and the provisions of chapter 36 of this 
title, with the exception of sections 1777. 
1780<c> and 1787, shall be applicable to the 
payment of educational assistance allow
ances under this chapter. 
"§ 1446. Appropriations; administrative expenses; 

budret function 
"<a> Payments of educational· assistance 

allowances under this chapter shall be made 
from appropriations made to the Depart
ment of Defense <in the case of service in a 
military department> or the Department of 
Transportation <in the case of service in the 
Coast Guard> and transferred to the Admin
istrator for such purpose. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Transportation. as appropriate, 
shall also transfer to the Administrator 
such funds as may be necessary to cover all 
expenses incurred by the Administrator in 
administering this chapter. 

"<c> Transfers under subsections <a> and 
<b> of this section shall be made in advance, 
with necessary adjustments from time to 
time for overpayments and underpayments. 

"(d) Appropriations and expenditures 
made to carry out this chapter shall be con
sidered for budgetary purposes as appro
priations and expenditures made for nation
al defense functions. 
"§ 1447. Reporting requirements 

"<a> The Secretary of Defense and the Ad
ministrator, not later than February 1 of 
the year beginning one year after the effec
tive date and annually thereafter. shall each 
submit to the Congress reports on the oper
ation of the programs provided for in this 
chapter and chapter 30 of this title. 

"<b> The Secretary shall include in each 
report submitted under this section-

" (I) information indicating <A> the extent 
to which the benefit levels provided under 
such chapters are adequate to achieve the 
purposes of inducing individuals to enter 
and remain active in the Armed Forces and 
to enter and remain in the Selected Reserve 
and of providing an adequate level of finan
cial assistance to help meet the costs of pur
suing a program of education, and <B> 
whether it is necessary, for the purposes of 
maintaining adequate levels of well-quali
fied active-duty personnel in the Armed 
Forces and well-qualified personnel in the 
Selected Reserve. to continue to offer the 
opportunity for educational assistance 
under such chapters to individuals who 
have not yet entered active-duty service; 
and 

"<2> such recommendations for adminis
trative and legislative changes as the Secre
tary considers appropriate. 

"<c> The Administrator shall include in 
each report submitted under this section-

"< 1 > information <A> indicating the extent 
to which the benefit levels provided under 
such chapters a.re providing an adequate 
level of financial assistance to help meet the 
costs of pursuing a program of education, 
and <B> concerning the level of utilization of 
educational assistance and of expenditures 
under such chapters; and 

"<2> such recommendations for adminis
trative and legislative changes as the Ad
ministrator considers appropriate. 
"CHAPTER 30-CAREER MEMBERS' 

CONTRIBUTORY EDUCATIONAL AS
SISTANCE PROGRAM 

"8uBcBAPTD I-DD'IIfrriOKS 

"Sec. 

"1451. Purposes. 
"1452. Definitions. 

''SUBCHAPTER II-ELIGIBILITY; 
COBTRIBUTIONS; AND MATCHING F'uim 

"1461. Eligibility. 
"1462. Contributions; matching fund. 
"1463. Refunds of contributions. 
"1464. Death of participant. 
"1465. Discharge or release under condi

tions which bar the use of ben
efits. 

"SUBCHAPTER III-ENTrri.Eion:NT, TRANSFER, 
AND DURATION 

"1471. Entitlement; payment. 
"1472. Transfer of educational benefits. 
"1473. Duration; limitations. 

"SUBCHAPTER IV -ADMINISTRATION 

"1481. Requirements. 
"1482. Reports; accounts. 
"1483. Administrative expenses; budget 

function. 
''SUBCHAPTER I-DEFINITIONS 

"§ 1451. Purposes 
"The purposes of this chapter are-
"(1) to establish a contributory education

al assistance program to enhance the ability 
of the Armed Forces to retain on active 
duty highly qualified men and women; and 

"<2> to assist such individuals and their 
families in obtaining educations that they 
might not otherwise be able to afford. 
"§ 1452. Definitions 

"For the purposes of this chapter: 
"(1) The term 'active duty' does not in

clude any period during which an individual 
<A> was assigned full time by the Armed 
Forces to a civilian institution for a course 
of education which was substantially the 
same as established courses offered to civil
ians, <B> served as a cadet or midshipman at 
one of the service academies, or <C> served 
under the provisions of section 51l<d> of 
title 10 pursuant to an enlistment in the 
Army National Guard or the Air National 
Guard, or as a Reserve for service in the 
Army Reserve, Naval Reserve, Air Force Re
serve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast 
Guard Reserve. 

"(2) The term 'eligible person' means any 
individual who is serving on active duty in 
the Armed Forces after completing ten 
years of such active duty. 

"(3) The term 'Fund' means the Career 
Members' Education Account established 
pursuant to section 1462(a) of this title. 

"(4) The term 'participant' means an eligi
ble person who enrolls in the program and 
makes contributions to the Fund under sec
tion 1462<a> of this title. 

"<5> The term 'program' means the educa
tional benefits program established by this 
chapter. 

"<6> The term 'program of education' has 
the same meaning provided in section 
1652<b> of this title. 

"SUBCHAPTER IT-ELIGIBILITY; 
CONTRIBUTIONS; AND MATCHING F'uim 

"§ 1461. Eligibility 
"(a)(l) An eligible person is entitled to 

enroll in the program at any time during 
such person's service on active duty. Except 
as provided in paragraph <2> of this subsec
tion. when a person elects to enroll in the 
program, the person must participate for at 
least twelve consecutive months before such 
person may suspend participation in the 
program or disenroll from the program. 

"(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) of 
this subsection which require at least twelve 
consecutive months of participation in the 
program before a participant may suspend 

participation or disenroll does not apply in 
the case of any participant who <A> sus
pends participation or disenrolls because of 
personal hardship, as defined in regulations 
issued Jointly by the Administrator and the 
Secretary of Defense, or <B> is discharged or 
released from active duty. 

"<b> A participant shall be permitted to 
suspend participation or disenroll from the 
program at the end of any twelve-consecu
tive-month period of participation. H par
ticipation is suspended, the participant shall 
be eligible to make additional contributions 
to the program under such terms and condi
tions as shall be prescribed in regulations 
issued Jointly by the Administrator and the 
Secretary of Defense. 

"(c)(l) Except as provided in paragraph 
<2> of this subsection, if a participant disen
rolls from the program, the participant for
feits any entitlement to benefits under the 
program. A participant who disenrolls from 
the program is eligible for a refund of con
tributions as provided in section 1463 of this 
title. 

"<2> A participant who has disenrolled 
may be permitted to reenroll in the program 
under such conditions as shall be prescribed 
in regulations issued Jointly by the Adminis
trator and the Secretary of Defense. 
"§ 1462. Contributions; matching fund 

"(a) Each eligible person enrolling in the 
program shall agree to have a monthly de
duction made from such person's military 
pay. Such a monthly deduction shall be in 
any amount not less than $25 nor more 
than $100 except that the amount must be 
divisible by five. Any such amount so con
tributed by the participant and any amount 
contributed by the Secretary concerned pur
suant to subsections <b> and <c> of this sec
tion shall be deposited in a deposit fund ac
count which shall be established in the 
Treasury and shall be known as the 'Career 
Members' Education Account.' Contribu
tions made by a participant shall be limited 
to a maximum of $6,000. 

"<b> Except as provided in subsection <c> 
of this section, the Secretary concerned 
shall deposit in the Fund to the credit of a 
participant $2 for each $1 contributed by 
such participant under subsection <a> of this 
section. -Deposits for the first twenty-four 
months of participation shall be made in 
the twenty-fifth month after the date on 
which the first contribution is made by such 
participant and periodically thereafter. 

"<c> Pursuant to regulations which the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe, the 
Secretary concerned may deposit in the 
Fund to the credit of a participant such 
amounts in addition to the matching funds 
deposited under subsection (b) of this sec
tion as the Secretary concerned considers 
necessary or. appropriate to encourage per
sons to remain on active duty in the Armed 
Forces. 
••t 1463. Refunds of contributions 

"(a) Contributions made to the program 
by a participant may be refunded only after 
the participant has disenrolled from the 
program or as provided in section 1464 of 
this title. 

"<b><1> If a participant disenrolls from the 
program before discharge or release from 
active duty, such participant's contributions 
shall be refunded not later than sixty days 
after the date on which the Administrator 
receives notice from the Secretary con
cerned of such participant's disenrollment. 

"<2> H a participant disenrolls from the 
program after discharge or release from 
active duty, the participant's contributions 
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shall be refunded not later than sixty days 
after the date on which the Administrator 
receives such participant's application for a 
refund. 
"§ 1464. Death of participant 

"In the event of a participant's death, the 
amount of the unused contributions deposit
ed in the Fund to the credit of such partici
pant under section 1462 of this title shall be 
paid to the living person or persons first 
listed below: 

"(1) The beneficiary or beneficiaries desig
nated by such participant under the partici
pant's Servicemen's Group Life Insurance 
policy. 

"(2) The surviving spouse of the partici
pant. 

"(3) The surviving children of the partici
pant, in equal shares. 

"(4) The surviving parents of the partici
pant, in equal shares. 
If there is no such person living, such 
amount shall be paid to the participant's 
estate. 
"§ 1465. Discharge or release under conditions 

which bar the use of benefits 
"If a participant is discharged from active 

duty with other than an honorable dis
charge or released from active duty after 
service on active duty characterized by the 
Secretary concerned as other than honora
ble service, the participant is automatically 
disenrolled from the program and any con
tributions made by the participant under 
section 1462<a> of this title shall be refund
ed to the participant not later than sixty 
days after the date on which the Adminis
trator receives notice from the Secretary 
concerned of such discharge or release. 

"SUBCHAPTER III-ENTITLEMENT, TRANSFER, 
AND DURATION 

"Section 1471. Entitlement; payment 
"(a)(l) A participant shall be paid educa

tional assistance in accordance with the pro
visions of this subchapter. 

"(2) A participant shall be entitled to a 
maximum of thirty-six monthly educational 
assistance payments <or their equivalent in 
part-time payments> in addition _to any 
amounts payable in the case of such partici
pant under chapter 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, or 36 
of this title. 

"(b) Payment of educational assistance 
under this chapter shall not be made in the 
case of a participant who is serving on active 
duty until such participant has participated 
in the program for at least twenty-four 
months. 

"<c><l> The number of months of a partici
pant's entitlement shall be the lesser of 
thirty-six or the number equal to the 
number of months in which the participant 
made contributions under section 1462<a> of 
this title. 

"(2) The amount of educational assistance 
to which a participant is entitled under this 
section in any month is equal to the excess 
of.:.... 

"<A> the sum of all amounts deposited in 
the Fund to the credit of such participant 
under section 1462 of this title before such 
month, over 

"<B> the total amount of such benefits 
paid out of the Fund under this chapter in 
the case of such participant before such 
month, 
divided by the number of months of unused 
entitlement remaining in the case of such 
participant on the day before the date on 
which the payment of benefits for such 
month is made. 

"(d) Payment of educational assistance 
under this chapter in the case of any partic
ipant may be made only for periods of time 
during which such participant or transferee 
under section 1472 of this title is actually 
enrolled in and pursuing an approved pro
gram of education. 
"Section 1472. Transfer of educational benefits 

"<a> A participant may transfer any por
tion of such participant's entitlement to 
educational assistance payments under sec
tion 1471 of this title to such participant's 
spouse or child <in this chapter referred to 
as a 'transferee'>. A participant may revoke 
a transfer made under this subsection at 
any time. 

"(b) Any transfer or revocation of entitle
ment under subsection <a> of this section 
shall be made in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of De
fense. 

"(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this chapter, educational assistance may 
not be paid under this chapter to a person 
divorced from the participant on whose 
service the person's entitlement is based. 
"§ 1473. Duration; limitations 

"(a) Educational assistance under this 
chapter may not be paid to or transferred 
by a participant at any time more than ten 
years after the date of such participant's 
last discharge or release from active duty. 

"<b> Educational assistance under this 
chapter may not be paid to a transferee at 
any time after the later of (1 > the date ten 
years after the date on which benefits were 
transferred to the transferee, or <2> the date 
on which the transferee attains twenty-nine 
years of age. 

"(c) In the event that a participant or 
transferee has not utilized any or all of such 
participant's entitlement by the end of the 
applicable period provided for under subsec
tion <a> or <b> of this section, such partici
pant is automatically disenrolled from the 
program and any contributions made by 
such participant remaining in the fund shall 
be refunded to the participant following 
notice to such participant and an applica
tion by such participant for such refund. If 
no application is received within one year 
from the date of such notice, it shall be pre
sumed for the purposes of section 1322 of 
title 31 that the participant's whereabouts 
are unknown and the funds shall be trans
ferred as directed in subsection <a> of such 
section. 

"SUBCHAPTER IV -ADMINISTRATION 
"§ 1481. Requirements 

"The provisions of section 1663, 1670, 
1671, 1673, 1674, 1676, and 1683 of this title 
and the provisions of chapter 36 of this title 
with the exception of sections 1777, 1780(c), 
and 1787, shall be applicable to the payment 
of educational assistance under this chap
ter. For the purpose of such provisions, 
transferees shall be considered to be eligible 
veterans. 
"§ 1482. Reports; accounts 

"<a> The Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Administrator a report each 
month showing the name, service number, 
and amount of the deduction made from the 
military pay of each participant enrolling in 
that month, any contribution made by the 
Secretary concerned under section 1462<c> 
of this title, and any change in each partici
pant's enrollment or contribution. The 
report shall also include any additional in
formation the Administrator and the Secre
tary of Defense consider necessary for the 
administration of the program. 

"<b> The Administrator shall maintain ac
counts showing contributions made to the 
Fund by individual participants and by the 
Secretary concerned as well as disburse
ments made from the Fund in the form of 
payments or contributions withdrawn. 
"§ 1483. Administrative expenses; budcet function 

"(a)(l) The Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall transfer to the Administrator such 
funds as may be necessary to cover all ex
penses incurred by the Administrator in ad
ministering this chapter. 

"<2> Transfers under paragraph <1> of this 
subsection shall be made in advance, with 
necessary adjustments from time to time, 
for overpayments and underpayments. 

"<b> Appropriations and expenditures 
made to carry out this chapter shall be con
sidered for budgetary purposes as appro
priations and expenditures made for nation
al defense functions.". 

<b> The tables of chapters at the begin
ning of such title and at the beginning of 
part III of such title are each amended by 
inserting before the item relating to chapter 
31 the following new items: 
"29. Peacetime Veterans' Education-

al Assistance Program ....................... 1401 
"30. Career Members' Contributory 

Educational Assistance Program ..... 1451". 
COORDINATION WITH OTHER VETERANS' 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS 
SEc. 403. <a> Section 1508(!)(1) of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended-
< 1 > in subparagraph <A>-
<A> by inserting "29 or" before "34" the 

first place it appears; and 
<B> by striking out "chapter 34" the 

second place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "either chapter 29 or chapter 34"; 
and 

<2> in subparagraph <B>, by inserting "29 
or" before "34". 

<b> Section 1623 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(e) If a participant becomes entitled to 
educational assistance under chapter 29 of 
this title, the participant may elect to disen
roll from the program under this chapter ef
fective on the first day of the month in 
which the participant becomes entitled to 
such assistance.". 

<c> The third sentence of section 1673<d> 
of such title is amended by inserting "29," 
after "chapter" the second time it appears. 

<d><l> Section 1781 of such title is amend
ed-

<A> by inserting "29," after "chapter" the 
first time it appears; 

<B> by striking out "36," and inserting in 
lieu thereof "36 of this title or chapter 106 
or 107 of title 10,"; and 

<C> by striking out the comma after 
"chapter 31". 

<2> Section 1795<a> of such title is amend
ed-

<A> in clause (4), by inserting "29," after 
"chapters"; and 

<B> by inserting after clause <4> the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(5) chapters 106 and 107 of title 10;". 
EDUCATIONAL LEAVE OF ABSENCE FOR ENLISTED 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
SEc. 404. <a> Chapter 40 of title 10, United 

States Code, relating to leave, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 
"§ 708. Educational leave of absence 

"<a> Under such regulations as the Secre
tary of Defense shall prescribe after consul-
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tation with the Secretary of Transportation 
and subject to subsection <b>, the Secretary 
concerned may grant to any eligible member 
<as defined in subsection <e» a leave of ab
sence for a period of not to exceed two years 
for the purpose of permitting such member 
to pursue a program of education. 

"(b)(l) A member may not be granted a 
leave of absence under this section unless-

"<A> in the case of an enlisted member, 
the member agrees in writing to extend the 
member's current enlistment after comple
tion <or other termination> of the program 
of education for which the leave of absence 
was granted for a period of two months for 
each month of the period of the leave of ab
sence; and 

"(B) in the case of an officer, the member 
agrees to serve on active duty after comple
tion <or other termination> of the program 
of education for which the leave of absence 
was granted for a period <in addition to any 
other period of obligated service on active 
duty> of two months for each month of the 
period of the leave of absence. 

"(2) A member may not be granted a leave 
of absence under this section until such 
member has completed any extension of en
listment or reenlistment, or any period of 
obligated service, incurred by reason of any 
previous leave of absence. 

"<c><l> While on a leave of absence under 
this section a member shall be paid basic 
pay but may not be paid basic allowance for 
quarters or basic allowance for subsistence 
or any other pay and allowances to which 
the member would otherwise be entitled for 
such period. 

"(2) A period during which a member is on 
a leave of absence under this section shall 
be counted for the purposes of computing 
the amount of a member's basic pay, for the 
purpose of determining the member's eligi
bility for retired pay, and for the purpose of 
time in grade for promotion purposes, but 
may not be counted for the purpose of com
pletion of the term of enlistment of the 
member (in the case of an enlisted member>. 

"<d><l> In time of war, or of national 
emergency .declared by the President or the 
Congress, the Secretary concerned may 
cancel any leave of absence granted under 
this section. 

"<2> The Secretary concerned may cancel 
a leave of absence granted to a member 
under this section if the Secretary deter
mines that the member is not satisfactorily 
pursuing the program of education for 
which the leave was granted. 

"<e> In this section, 'eligible member' 
means a member of the armed forces on 
active duty who is eligible for basic educa
tional assistance under chapter 29 of title 38 
and who-

"<1> in the case of an enlisted member, has 
completed at least one term of enlistment 
and has reenlisted; and 

"(2) in the case of an officer, has complet
ed the officer's initial period of obligated 
service on active duty.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"708. Educational leave of absence.". 

PRESEPARATION COUNSELING 

Szc. 405. <a> Chapter 53 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 1043. Preseparation eounaelinl requirement 

"Effective not later than two years after 
the effective date provided for in section 
408(b) of the Omnibus Defense Authoriza
tion Act, 1984, upon the discharge or release 

from active duty of a member of the armed 
forces, the Secretary concerned shall pro
vide for individual counseling of that 
member. That counseling shall include a 
discussion of the educational assistance ben
efits to which the member is entitled be
cause of the member's service in the armed 
forces and an explanation of the procedures 
for and advantages of affiliating with the 
Selected Reserve. A notation of the provi
sion of such counseling, signed by the 
member, shall be placed in the service 
record of each member receiving such coun
seling.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"1043. Preseparation counseling require

ment." 
TERMINATION OF RIGHT TO ENROLL IN CHAPTER 

32 PROGRAK 

SEc. 406. Section 408<a> of the Veterans' 
Education and Employment Assistance Act 
of 1976 <Public Law 94-502, 90 Stat. 2383, 
2397) is amended-

(!) by <A> striking out "(1)" , and 
<2> striking out all after "Act> after" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "the effective date 
provided for in section 408(b) of the Omni
bus Defense Authorization Act, 1984"." 
REPEAL OF THE 1989 TERMINATION DATE CON-

TAINED IN CHAPTER 34 OF TITLE 38, UNITED 
STATES CODE 

SEC. 407. <a> Section 1662 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out subsection <e>. 

<b>O> Chapter 34 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: · 
"§ 1694. Appropriations; administrative expenses 

"(a) Payments of educational assistance 
for the pursuit of a program of education or 
of apprenticeship or other on-job training 
under this chapter or chapter 36 of this title 
after December 31, 1989, shall be made from 
appropriaitons made to the Department of 
Defense, the Department of Health and 
Human Services, and the Department of 
Transportation, as appropriate, and trans
ferred to the Administrator for such pur
poses. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense, the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services, and the 
Secretary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall also transfer to the Administrator 
such funds as may be necessary to cover all 
expenses incurred by the Administrator is 
administering this chapter after December 
31, 1989. 

"(c) Transfers under subsections <a> and 
(b) of this section shall be made in advance, 
with nece&Sary adjustments from time to 
time for overpayments and underpay
ments.". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"1694. Appropriations; administrative ex

penses.". 
EFFECTIVE DATES 

SEC. 408. <a> The amendments made by 
sections 406 and 407 shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1983. 

<b><l> Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the amendments made by sections 402 
through 405 shall take effect on October 1, 
1987. 

<2><A> SubJect to subparagraph <3> and 
subsection <c>. such amendments shall take 
effect on a date prior to October 1, 1987, as 
determined by the President, upon the rec
ommendation of the Secretary of Defense, 

in accordance with the provisions of sub
paragraph <B>. 

<B> In making a determination pursuant 
to subparagraph <A>, the Prestdent-

(i) shall take into account <I> the proJect
ed costs of carrying out the programs of 
educational assistance for men and women 
in the Armed Forces that would be estab
lished under chapters 29 and 30 of title 38, 
United States Code <as added by section 
402<a». <II> the Armed Forces' recruitment 
and retention experiences in the preceding 
fiscal year and projected recruitment and 
retention performances for the fiscal year in 
which such determination is made and the 
next four fiscal years, and <III> other alter
natives and their projected costs to enhance 
such recruitment and retention, and 

<it> shall determine a date for the estab
lishment of such programs upon finding 
that the establishment of them on such 
date is, in terms of the factors specified in 
clause m, necessary in the national interest 
of the United States in order to achieve the 
purposes of such chapters. 

<C> Prior to making a recommendation 
under subparagraph <A>. the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs and obtain and 
review the recommendations of the Secre
taries of the military departments in terms 
of the considerations specified in subpara
graph <B>. 

<3> The amendments made by sections 402 
through 405 shall not take effect on the 
date determined pursuant to subparagraph 
<A> unless the President, not less than 
ninety days prior to such date, has submit
ted to the Committees on Armed Services, 
on Veterans' Affairs, and on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate written notice of, together with a 
report explaining the justification for, the 
determination. 

<4> On each December 1 occurring in the 
years 1984, 1985, and 1986, the President 
shall decide whether to make a determina
tion pursuant to paragraph (2), and shall, 
not later than thirty days thereafter, 
submit to such committees a report explain
ing the reasons for that decision. 

FUNDING 

SEc. 409. <a> No obligations to make out
lays or payments under the amendment 
made by section 402<a> may be entered into 
unless the authority to enter into such obli
gations has been provided by an appropria
tion Act. 

<b><l> During the first fiscal year in which 
payments of educational assistance are to be 
made under chapter 29 of title 38, United 
States Code <as added by section 402(a)), 
such payments shall be made from funds in 
the Veterans' Administration readjustment 
benefits accounts to the extent that funds 
sufficient for making such payments are not 
available for transfer to the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs pursuant to section 
1446<a> of such title. 

<2> The Secretary of Defense and the Sec
retary of Transportation, as appropriate, 
shall transfer to the Administrator of Veter
ans' Affairs for deposit in such account 
funds sufficient to reimburse the Adminis
trator for payments made from such ac
count pursuant to paragraph <1>. 

NUNN <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1474 

Mr. NUNN <for himself, Mr. JoHN
STON, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. LEAHY, and 
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Mr. CHn.Es> proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 675, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act or any other Act, all funds 
authorized to be appropriated for Project 
82-D-109 of the Department of Energy are 
hereby repealed. No other funds authorized 
or appropriated by this or any other Act 
may be used for this project. There is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated $50 
million for procurement, research and devel
opment of improved conventional munitions 
and submunitions. 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 1475 
(Ordered to lie on the table.> 
Mr. PRESSLER submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 675, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 27, line 1, delete "$1,808,900,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$1,824,700,000". 

On page 26, line 25, delete 
"$1,126,400,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$1,135,000,000". 

KENNEDY <AND HATFIELD> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1476 

<Ordered to lie on the table.> 
Mr. KENNEDY <for himself and Mr. 

HATFIELD> submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to 
the billS. 675, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
Section: 

SEC. . It is the sense of the Senate that
<a><l> Since the greatest challenge facing 

the Earth is to prevent the occurrence of 
nuclear war by accident or design; 

<2> Since the nuclear arms race is danger
ously increasing the risk of a holocaust that 
would be humanity's final war; and 

<3> Since a mutual and verifiable freeze 
followed by reductions in nuclear warheads, 
missiles, and other delivery systems is 
needed to halt the nuclear arms race and to 
reduce the risk of nuclear war. 

(b)(l) As an immediate arms control objec
tive, the United States and the Soviet Union 
should-

<A> pursue an immediate and complete 
halt to the nuclear arms race; 

<B> decide when and how to achieve a 
mutual verifiable freeze on the testing, pro
duction, and further deployment of nuclear 
warheads, missiles, and other delivery sys
tems; and 

<C> give special attention to destabilizing 
weapons whose deployment would make 
such a freeze more difficult to achieve. 

<2> Proceeding from the freeze, the United 
States and the Soviet Union should pursue 
major, mutual, and verifiable reductions in 
nuclear warheads, missiles, and other deliv
ery systems, through annual percentages or 
equally effective means, in a manner that 
enhances stability. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COliDIITTD ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce that the Committee 
on Rules and Administration will meet 
on Thursday, July 14, 1983, at 10 a.m., 
in SR-301, Russell Senate Office 
Building, to receive testimony on the 

nominations of Joan D. Aikens, of 
Pennsylvania, and John Warren 
McGarry, of Massachusetts, to the 
Federal Election Commission for 
terms expiring April 30, 1989. Both 
Mrs. Aikens and Mr. McGarry are cur
rently members of the Commission. 

The committee will also be receiving 
testimony on Senate Joint Resolution 
103, a joint resolution to provide for 
the appointment of Jeannine Smith 
Clark as a citizen regent of the Board 
of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu
tion. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing, please contact Carole 
Blessington of the Rules Committee 
staff on extension 40278. 

COIIJIITTEE ON SlolALL BUSINESS 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the 
Senate Small Business Committee's 
markup on pending legislation sched
uled for July 14, 1983, has been re
scheduled for July 18, 1983, beginning 
at 4 p.m. in room 428A Senate Russell 
Office Building. For further contact, 
please call Mike Haynes of the Com
mittee staff at 224-5175. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COIIIIITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
July 14, to hold a hearing on the nomi
nation of Paul Volker, to be chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COIIIIITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet in closed session Thurs
day, July 14, to receive a briefing on 
intelligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOIIIIITTEE ON NUCLEAR REGULATION 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Nuclear Regulation of the 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, July 14, to hold a hearing 
on licensing reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COIIIIITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, July 14, to hear a 
discussion by Secretary Shultz on his 
recent trip. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOIDIITTEI: ON CIVIL SERVICE, POST OrriCJ:, 

AND GENERAL SERVICES 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcomit
tee on Civil Service, Post Office, and 
General Services of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, July 14, to hold a hear
ing on S. 958, the Merit Pay Reform 
Act of 1983. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Civil Service, Post Office, 
and General Services of the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, July 14, to 
mark up S. 958, the Merit Pay Reform 
Act of 1983; and S. 1513, reauthoriza
tion for the National Historical Publi
cation and Records Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 

MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Agricultural Production, 
Marketing, and Stabilization of Prices 
of the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, July 14, to hold a hear
ing on S. 1368, authorizing the Secre
tary of Agriculture to issue marketing 
orders relating to the handling of 
eggs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

SUPREME COURT'S DECISION IN 
THE BOB JONES CASE 

• Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, much 
has been written and spoken about the 
Supreme Court's decision several 
weeks ago in Bob Jones University 
against United States. Among the 
most perceptive articles this Senator 
has seen are an editorial by Human 
Events and a column by Notre Dame 
Law Professor Charles E. Rice. 

Both these articles ably point out 
the fundamental problem with the 
Bob Jones decision: the Supreme 
Court Justices have substituted their 
own personal opinions about what the 
law should be for the actual law as en
acted by Congress. In short, the Jus
tices have acted to create statutory 
law rather than to interpret it. With 
the Bob Jones case, the Supreme 
Court has again undermined the rule 
of law generally and set a dangerous 
precedent for religious liberty as tradi
tionally exercised in the United States. 
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Mr. President, I ask that a column 

by Professor Charles E. Rice, entitled 
"Court Allows IRS to Set Social 
Policy," appearing in the July 14, 
1983, edition of the Wanderer, and an 
editorial, entitled "Has High Court 
Undermined Religious Tax Exemp
tions?," appearing in the June 4, 1983, 
edition of Human Events, be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The articles follow: 
[From the Wanderer, July 14, 19831 

COURT ALLows IRS To SET SociAL POLICY 

<By Charles E. Rice> 
"Hard cases," as every law student should 

know, "make bad law." Consider, for exam
ple, the Supreme Court's recent ruling that 
Bob Jones University was not entitled to tax 
exemption because the school forbids inter
racial dating among its students. BJU has 
5,000 students, from kindergarten through 
college and graduate school. Unlike the 
Goldsboro Christian Schools <the plaintiff 
in a companion case decided the same day 
with the same result), BJU enrolls students 
without regard to race, but it has a policy 
against the practice or advocacy of interra
cial dating. 

The Internal Revenue Service ruled that 
BJU was not entitled to the tax exemption 
provided by Section 501<c><3> of the Inter
nal Revenue Code for groups "organized 
and operated exclusively for religious, chari
table, scientific, testing for public safety, lit
erary, or educational purposes .... " 

As the Court described the IRS view, the 
organization has to be charitable in that 
"its activity is not contrary to settled public 
policy." BJU argued that the plain meaning 
of the word "or" in the statute is that as 
long as BJU's activity is "religious" <and, in 
fact, also "educational"), it did not also have 
to be charitable in the sense that a "charita
ble" group must "serve a public purpose and 
not be contrary to established public 
policy." 

The Supreme Court, however, agreed with 
the IRS and held that, to qualify for tax ex
emption under Section 501<c)(3), the school, 
in the Court's words "must first fall within 
one of the categories specified by Congress, 
and in addition must serve a valid charitable 
purpose," which means that "the exempt 
entity confers a public benefit" and is not 
"contrary to a fundamental public policy." 
Racial discrimination in education, said the 
Court, "is contrary to public policy." 

Specifically at issue was a 1970 ruling in 
which the IRS had reversed the position it 
had taken for several decades. According to 
the 1970 ruling, a school could not qualify 
for 50l<c><3> status if it practiced racial dis
crimination even if it were otherwise quali
fied. The court held that Congress, by not 
reversing this 1970 IRS ruling, had acqui
esced in it and thus the IRS position had 
become the position of Congress itself. This 
was so even though the court cases that has 
upheld that 1970 IRS ruling had not in
volved the free exercise of religion claim 
raised by BJU. 

Justice Rehnquist in dissent agreed that 
Congress could deny the exemption to a 
school that practiced racial discrimination 
and that such a Congressional determina
tion would override BJU's reliance upon the 
free exercise of rellglon. Rehnquist, howev
er, denied that Congress intended to acqui
esce in the IRS ruling. A failure of Congress 
to reverse an administrative interpretation 
is generally a weak ground on which to con-
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elude that Congress has endorsed that inter
pretation. Moreover, the rellglous issues 
raised by BJU had not been presented in 
the cases upholding the IRS ruling of 1970; 
therefore, even if Congress had acquiesced 
in those prior rulings, that would not imply 
Congressional disapproval of the religious 
claims that had not even been raised. And, 
as Justice Rehnquist pointed out, there 
were indications that Congress, far from ac
quiescing in the IRS change of policy, in
tended to reaffirm the prior policy under 
which racial discrimination would not of 
itself cause a school to lose its 50l<c><3> ex
emption. 

The traditional exemption of religious ac
tivities from taxation is a reflection of the 
independence of the Church from State 
control. As Chief Justice John Marshall said 
in another context, "the power to tax in
volves the power to destroy" <McCulloch v. 
Maryland, 17 U.S. 316 (1819)). The Bob 
Jones ruling, however, accepts the notion 
that a tax exemption is a subsidy, a notion 
that was explicitly adopted by the Court in 
another case decided the day before Bob 
Jones, in which the Court said, "Both tax 
exemptions and tax-deductibility are a form 
of subsidy that is administered through the 
tax system. A tax exemption has much the 
same effect as a cash grant to the organiza
tion of the amount of tax it would have to 
pay on its income" Regan v. Taxation 
with Representation of Washington, 51 
U.S.L.W. 4583). But if tax exemptions are a 
subsidy like cash grants, they are then sub
ject to the principle that, "It is hardly lack 
of due process for the Government to regu
late that which it subsidizes" <Wickard v. 
lilburn, 317 U.S. 111, 131 <1942)). 

The Bob Jones decision opens the door in 
the racial area to the imposition of affirma
tive action and quota requirements on reli
gious schools and on churches themselves. 
For if the IRS has the power to forbid dis
crimination by such schools, subject only to 
specific overruling action by Congress, it 
also has the power to define what is discrim
ination. Nor will this power be diminished 
by the fact that the school is acting on a 
good faith religious belief. 

BJU's free exercise of religion claim was 
rejected because "the Government has a 
fundamental, overriding interest in eradicat
ing racial discrimination in education-dis
crimination that prevailed, with official ap
proval, for the first 165 years of this Na
tion's history" (4601>. But could not the 
same be said of sex discrimination, whether 
or not the ERA is ultimately adopted? If so, 
what happens to the "charitable" status of 
churches that refuse to ordain women or 
homosexuals? 

The Court majority stated that "contem
porary standards must be considered in de
termining whether given activities provide a 
public benefit and are entitled to the chari
table exemption. . . . Charitable trust law 
also makes clear that the definition of 'char
ity' depends upon contemporary standards" 
<4598, fn. 20). As "contemporary standards" 
erode, could not the exemption be denied to 
a religious hospital that refused to perform 
abortions or sterilizations? The Court ma
jority also said that if exemption were al
lowed for a school that practices racial dis
crimination, it could also be allowed for a 
school found to teach the art of picking 
pockets or terrorism. However, even if 
Fagin's School for Pickpockets were a bona
fide religious institution, instruction in pick
ing pockets would be independently punish
able under the criminal law. The mere pri
vate refusal to allow interracial dating 

among one's students is not, as yet, inde
pendently punishable under the criminal 
law. Even if it were, the imperative of the 
free exercise of rellglon may simply mean 
that recourse should be had to the criminal 
law to deter such conduct rather than to 
the law of tax exemption. 

In any event, the Bob Jones decision re
verses the traditional and proper view that 
rellglous tax exemptions are a function of 
the independence of the Church from State 
domination. The collection of taxes is an ex
ercise of dominion. Now, under Bob Jones, 
the liability of the Church to taxation is in 
effect a matter of official discretion. The 
tax exemption is a subsidy which may be 
withdrawn or conditioned as shifting public 
policy might dictate. It is fair to ask how 
long the churches, including the Catholic 
Church in the United States, will resist, for 
example, equality of treatment for homo
sexuals if tax exemption is conditioned 
upon it. 

[From the Human Events, June 4, 19831 
HAs HIGH COURT UNDERioiiNED RELIGIOUS 

TAX EXEMPTIONS? 

In a blatant display of "legislation by judi
ciary," the Supreme Court ruled May 24 in 
Bob Jones University v. United States of 
America that the Internal Revenue Service 
may deny tax benefits to private schools 
and religious orders that violate "a funda
mental national public policy" such as the 
one against racial discrimination, even 
though Congress has never affirmatively 
authorized the IRS to take such action. 

The Court's 8-to-1 decision was widely 
hailed in the liberal media as <1 > a repudia
tion of the Reagan Administration's posi
tion that the denial of tax benefits to racial
ly discriminatory schools was "without basis 
in law," and <2> a well-deserved slap in the 
face of the two schools involved in the case, 
Bob Jones University and Goldsboro Chris
tian Schools. 

Virtually ignored, however, were numer
ous implications of the ruling which range 
far beyond narrow considerations of race 
and threaten to do great harm. 

Among its more damaging effects, last 
week's decision: 

Represents a crippling blow to the consti
tutional separation of powers in general, 
and the legislative power of Congress in par
ticular; 

Clears the way for the lower courts to 
deny tax-exemption and tax-deductible con
tributions to thousands of private schools 
nationwide that have never practiced racial 
discrimination, simply because they fail to 
meet an arbitrary racial quota; 

Greatly restricts the 1st Amendment's 
protections of religious freedom; and 

Establishes a precedent which, if applied 
consistently, could lead to the elimination 
of tax-exemption and tax-deductible contri
butions for all churches and religious orga
nizations, including all charities, schools, 
hospitals, and so forth that are in any way 
affiliated with religious bodies. 

A key issue in the case was whether the 
IRS could lawfully decide without explicit 
statutory authority that schools deemed to 
have racially discriminatory policies can be 
denied tax exemption and tax-deductible 
contributions. 

As enacted by Congress, Sec. 501(C)(3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code grants tax
exempt status to organizations "organized 
and operated exclusively for rellglous, 
charitable . . . or educational pur
poses .... " Not one sentence in the tax 
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code or its legislative history empowered the 
IRS to take racial discrimination into ac
count in determ.in1ng eligibillty for such tax 
benefits. 

Nevertheless, Chief Justice Warren 
Burger, writing for the majority, held that, 
in order for an institution to receive tax ex
emption, it must not only meet the require
ments established by Congress in Sec. 
501<c><3>. In addition, such an organization 
must meet "certain common law standards 
of charity, namely, that an institution seek
ing tax-exempt status must serve a public 
purpose and not be contrary to established 
public pOlicy." And since "racial discrimina
tion in education violates a most fundamen
tal national public policy," wrote Burger, 
the IRS has been right in its practice since 
1970 of denying tax exemption to schools 
which discriminate. 

In his dissent, however, Justice William 
Rehnquist agreed with the Reagan Adminis
tration that it is the prerogative of Con
gress, and not the IRS or any other execu
tive branch agency, to determine whether 
there should be a public policy against 
granting tax benefits to discriminatory in
stitutions. 

"The Court points out," said Rehnquist, 
"that there is a strong national policy in 
this country against racial discrimination. 
To the extent that the Court states that 
Congress in furtherance of this policy could 
deny tax-exempt status to educational insti
tutions that promote racial discrimination, I 
readily agree. But, unlike the Court, I am 
convinced that Congress simply has failed 
to take this action and, as this Court has 
said over and over again, regardless of our 
view on the propriety of Congress's failure 
to legislate we are not constitutionally em
powered to act for them. 

"In approaching this statutory construc
tion question, the Court quite adeptly 
avoids the statute it is construing. This I am 
sure is no accident, for there is nothing in 
the language of Sec. 50l<c><3> that supports 
the result obtained by the Court." 

While newspapers like the Washington 
Post tended to dismiss Rehnquist's objec
tion as mere nit-picking by "the court's 
most conservative member," the reality is 
quite different. For as William Bentley Ball, 
who represented Bob Jones University 
before the court and is generally conceded 
to be the nation's most prominent lawyer in 
cases dealing with religious liberty, told 
Human Events last week, "federal public 
policy" is by no means limited to policy re
specting racial discrimination. 

Based on the High Court's position, there 
will be nothing to stop the IRS from enforc
ing its interpretation of "public policy" on 
an endless range of issues, including age and 
sex discrimination, environmental policy, 
worker safety, and on and on. 

Ball is not alone in pointing out the dan
gerous ramifications, once the IRS is em
powered to enforce such a nebulous concept 
as "public policy." At the time the case was 
argued before the court last fall, for exam
ple, reporter Nick King of the liberal 
Boston Globe noted that liberal churches 
could get in trouble for supporting draft re
sisters. 

"By the same argument," wrote King, 
"would Smith College, which denies en
trance to men, also be vulnerable? What 
about the Catholic Church and Orthodox 
Judaism, both of which refuse to ordain 
women? Or even that bastion of American 
youth, the Little League, which discrlmi
nates on the basis of age? 

These are complex questions which, to the 
extent they are the business of the govern-

ment at all, the Founding Fathers wisely en
trusted the people's elected representatives 
in Congress to decide. Now, however, the 
court has abruptly transferred this power to 
the unelected bureaucrats at the IRS, with 
potential consequences that are frightening 
to contemplate. 

Not only will the IRS be able to choose on 
its own what "policies" to enforce, but there 
will be nothing to stop the agency from en
forcing such policies in the most arbitary 
fashion. An example of just how far the 
IRS might go can be seen in its proposed 
regulations in 1978 and 1979 that would 
have held many private schools guilty of 
discrimination until proven innocent. 

Those proposed rulings were so arbitrary 
that Congress, responding to an unprece
dented public outcry, blocked the IRS from 
putting them into effect by passing the Ash
brook and Doman amendments. More re
cently, however, the Ashbrook and Doman 
amendments have been dropped. 

In the wake of last week's Supreme Court 
decision, moreover, there is a good chance 
that the U.S. District Court in the Nation's 
Capital will order the IRS to impose precise
ly such quota-based regulations on private 
schools in Mississippi and possibly all across 
the nation. <In fact, the District Court 
handed down an order applying to the 
schools in Mississippi three years ago, but 
stayed the effects of the order pending the 
outcome of the Bob Jones case.> 

Should the IRS, whether on its own or 
under court order, attempt once again to 
impose these regulations, it would be a dis
aster for thousands of private schools that 
are totally innocent of racial discrimination. 
These regulations arbitrarily presume any 
school founded during a period when public 
schools were being desegregated is discrimi
natory unless it meets a quota of minority 
enrollment. Such schools must then comply 
with a costly affirmative action program 
dictated by the government or lose their 
tax-exempt status and abillty to receive tax
deductible contributions. 

Since many of these schools operate on a 
financial shoestring, they can neither afford 
to comply with such unrealistic require
ments, nor can they survive if they lose 
their tax-exempt status. In short, such regu
lations would force many innocent schools 
completely out of business. 

Beyond its invitation to bureaucratic 
tryanny, moreover, the decision in the Bob 
Jones case has severely narrowed the pro
tection granted to religious liberty under 
the 1st Amendment. 

Significantly, Bob Jones University is 
open to members of all races, except that it 
enforces a ban on interracial dating or mar
riage among its students. The Supreme 
Court did not dispute that the latter restric
tion-which applies to students of all 
races-is based on a genuine religious belief. 
Nor did the High Court dispute the earlier 
finding of the U.S. District Court for South 
Carolina that BJU's "primary objective is in 
instructing, conveying and disseminating its 
fundamentalist religious beliefs," and that 
it "cannot be termed a sectarian school, for 
it composes its own religious order." 

Nevertheless, the High Court held that 
the government's "overriding interest in 
eradicating racial discrimination in educa
tion . . . substantially outweighs whatever 
burden denial of tax benefits places on peti
tioners' exercise of their rellglous beliefs:• 

But since BJU is not pr1marlly an educa
tional organization but a rellglous institu
tion comprising "its own rellglous order," 
this amounts to a cla1m by the government 

of a compelling interest in dictating the in
ternal rules of rellglous bodies. 

As Ball pointed out last week, "not one 
person has complained of discr1minatlon at 
the hands of Bob Jones University, yet it 
has lost its tax exemption.'' By describing 
what is in reality a pervasively rellglous in
stitution as an educational institution, said 
Ball, "the court has taken away its rellglous 
protection." He added that this was a maJor 
departure from past rulings of the court and 
that the effect is to reduce rellglous liberty 
from "a preferred freedom" to "a mere 
privilege, enjoyed by grace of government 
and completely subordinate to government 
policy. 

Yet another dangerous aspect of the High 
Court's ruling was its suggestion that tax 
benefits amount to subsidies, since "the 
very fact of the exemption or deduction for 
the donor means that other taxpayers can 
be said to be indirect and vicarious 
'donors'.'' 

In the 1970 case of Walz v. Tcu Commis
sion, the Supreme Court had said that tax 
exemption is not a subsidy, "since the gov
ernment does not transfer part of its reve
nue to churches but simply abstains from 
demanding that the church support the 
state." 

Hence the court's suggestion that tax ben
efits do in effect constitute subsidies is a 
far-reaching change. One result will be to 
greatly expand government control of tax
exempt organizations. In addition, it could 
lead to an end to tax exemption for all 
churches, since the court has already inter
preted the 1st Amendment as prohibiting 
subsidies for religious organizations. 

Thus, while many Americans would dis
agree with Bob Jones' religious beliefs con
cerning interracial marriage and with its 
president's angry characterization of the 
Supreme Court last week as "eight evil old 
men and one vain and foolish woman," the 
principles at stake in this case were far 
broader. As Dean M. Kelley, who for more 
than two decades has served as executive 
for religious liberty of the liberal-left Na
tional Council of Churches, has written: 

"Some people may feel a sense of satisfac
tion" when groups like Bob Jones Universi
ty or the Mormons are "persuaded to aban
don their 'antisocial' practices, but one may 
wonder whether it is not a rather limited 
concept of religious freedom which allows 
the government to intervene in the faith-in
spired practices of a rellglous group-howev
er benighted-for reasons less compelling 
than imminent actual threats to public 
health or safety. Whose religious obedience 
will the government deem 'antisocial' to
morrow?"e 

NATIONAL THEATER OF THE 
DEAF 

• Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, on 
Sunday, July 24, 1983, the National 
Theater of the Deaf will dedicate its 
new home and base of operations, 
Hazel E. Stark Center in Chester, 
Conn. The acquisition and develop
ment of the the Hazel E. Stark Center 
was made possible through the gener
osity of Mr. Irving Stark and the Stark 
Foundation, Inc., of Connecticut. 
Other private and corporate gifts sup
port the company's world tours and 
activities not covered by Department 
of Education contracts. 
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During its 16 years of operations and 

led by its artistic director, David Hays, 
this company of hearing and deaf 
actors has toured America 32 times 
and abroad 18 times, giving over 3,000 
performances in universities, colleges, 
secondary and elementary schools, li
braries, museums and art centers in all 
50 States and 23 countries. 

By presenting deaf actors in profes
sional and glamorous legitimate thea
ter performances, the troupe has forc
ibly demonstrated the exceptional ca
pabilities of the deaf and virtually 
erased the stigma from sign language. 
The NTD's particular style, a synthe
sis of spoken English and sign lan
guage, makes its performances avail
able to all, hearing and deaf alike. 
Through the power of its example the 
NTD has corrected the average per
son's misconception of the deaf, and 
enhanced the public's awareness of ex
isting Government programs serving 
the deaf. 

The National Theater of the Deaf, 
receiving basic support from the U.S. 
Department of Education, is an out
standing example of the partnership 
that can be created between the public 
and private sectors on behalf of dis
abled individuals. The theater has had 
a great impact on the social progress 
of America's deaf citizens and has 
been recognized for its artistic ability 
many times, most notably in 1977 
when it received a Tony Award for 
theater excellence. 

I salute the National Theater of the 
Deaf on the occasion of the Stark 
Center dedication and urge my col
leagues to join me in recognizing the 
continuing excellence of this very spe
cial theater company.e 

CONGRESS-BUNDESTAG YOUTH 
EXCHANGE 

• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, several 
days ago Vice President BusH repre
sented all of us at a festive occasion in 
the German city of Krefeld on the 
Rhine River. The celebrations there 
commemorated the departure 300 
years ago of the first group of German 
immigrants to come to America. 

Since those first 13 families came to 
Philadelphia and founded German
town, Pa., more than 7 million 
German immigrants followed them to 
our shores. Today, according to a 1979 
Census Bureau report, over one-fourth 
of our population claims at least par
tial German ancestry. 

The early German settlers of Penn
sylvania were admired for their neat 
and prosperous farms and for their 
abilities as craftsmen. From Pennsyl
vania many went south and west, and 
their Conestoga wagons and Kentucky 
rifles helped settle the Great Plains 
and the West. 

Not only did Germans help settle 
our country, they helped protect it as 
well. General von Steuben turned 

Washington's demoralized troops at 
Valley Forge into a disciplined fight
ing force. In this century also, 
German-Americans have provided us 
with military leadership. Generals 
Pershing and Eisenhower and Admiral 
Nimitz are but a few examples. 

German Americans have also given 
us great educators, scientists, inven
tors, entertainers, athletes, painters, 
musicians, artists, architects, and phi
losophers-and millions of solid citi
zens: farmers, merchants, teachers and 
public servants, as well as soldiers, 
statesmen and space scientists. 

For 300 years Germans have helped 
to build America. But we have also 
given something back. After the 
Second World War, we helped Ger
mans back to their feet through the 
Marshall plan, and we helped lay the 
foundation of the Federal Republic 
and its free institutions. Through the 
Berlin airlift we threw a lifeline of 
freedom to a valiant people about to 
be overwhelmed by the tide of total
itarianism. 

With our help, the people of the 
Federal Republic have achieved much 
since 1945. They have built a strong 
economy and strong democratic insti
tutions. They have become a bulwark 
of freedom in the middle of a divided 
Europe. 

As President Reagan told the Bun
destag a year ago: 

You have built a free society with an abid
ing faith in human dignity-the crowning 
ideal of Western civilization. This will not 
be forgotten. You will be saluted and hon
ored by this Republic's descendents over the 
centuries to come. 

Today Germans and Americans 
share values as well as heritage. That 
is why Germany and the United States 
are twin redoubts in the NATO Alli
ance, an alliance dedicated to the de
fense of our common values and cul
ture. 

Because Germans and Americans are 
bound together by common heritage 
and interests, last October-with 30 of 
my colleagues in this body-I intro
duced Senate Joint Resolution 260. 
The Congress passed this resolution, 
which asks all Americans to join in 
celebrating the Tricentennial Year. It 
called on the President to issue a proc
lamation designating 1983 officially as 
the Tricentennial Year. Our resolution 
also established a Presidential Com
mission for the German-American Tri
centennial to plan, encourage, develop 
and coordinate tricentennial activities. 

I might add that the Commission is 
ably led by former U.S. Ambassador to 
the Federal Republic, Kenneth Rush, 
and by businessman Horst Denk, a 
naturalized German immigrant who 
made good in this country. Several 
former Members and Members of the 
Senate, including myself, serve on this 
Commission. 

The Commission is busy preparing 
for the visit of German President Car-

stens, who will visit Philadelphia in 
October for official tricentennial ob
servances marking the arrival of the 
Krefelders. He will also meet Presi
dent Reagan and visit other American 
cities such as St. Louis, Dallas, Seattle, 
Los Angeles, Milwaukee, and New 
York. In addition to the events sur
rounding the Carstens visit, the Com
mission has identified over 700 events 
in 43 States plus the District of Co
lumbia. 

Earlier I named some German con
tributors to the building of America. I 
might have included German immi
grant Levi Strauss, who invented blue 
jeans. A century later, American sol
diers and tourists carried them back to 
Europe. Now they are a symbol of 
America, and they have been adopted 
by young people all over the world, in
cluding young Germans. 

Young Germans are doing some
thing else very American these days
expressing their opinions vocally and 
protesting against those policies they 
do not agree with. Americans and Ger
mans are blessed to live in societies 
which recognize this basic freedom. 

This does not necessarily mean the 
demonstrators are right, but they are 
asking some important questions. 
Both German and American youth are 
concerned with preserving our envi
ronment, halting the expansion of 
weaponry and securing peace. I am 
also deeply concerned with each of 
these goals. 

But neither the problems nor pro
posed solutions are as simple as might 
appear on the surface. The critical dis
affection of young people and their 
distrust of Government policies is a se
rious problem for those of us seeking 
practical solutions in both Germany 
and in the United States. 

Tolerance and a willingness to listen 
are attributes as important for the 
youth of our two countries as for pol
icymakers. The process of political 
education must be a two-way street. As 
U.S. Ambassador to the Federal Re
public, Prof. Arthur Burns said not 
long ago, "A true love of learning is 
the best approach to international 
friendship." I ask that Ambassador 
Burns' most recent speech, "The 
Human Side of U.S.-German Rela
tions," be placed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

Having given this background, let 
me say that the most important provi
sion of Senate Joint Resolution 260 at
tempts to promote this two-sided edu
cational process. In that resolution we 
expressed our strong support of the 
concept of United States-German 
teenage exchange sponsored by the 
Members of the U.S. Congress and the 
West German Bundestag, and empha
sizing home stays with families. Our 
action was significant because it holds 
out the hope that 535 young Ameri
cans and 520 young Germans can ex-
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perience each others' life and values, 
and come to learn firsthand that 
indeed different nations and genera
tions do share basic political and cul
tural principles. They will also come to 
respect and understand differences. 

Our German counterparts recipro
cated our action by passing a resolu
tion of their own. Furthermore, the 
Bundestag has begun to appropriate 
funds for the Congress-Bundestag ex
change. They are looking to us for a 
sign that we are serious enough to 
follow through with what we proposed 
last October. 

Today I am announcing that I will 
offer a floor amendment to the U.S. 
Information Agency authorization ear
marking funds for the Congress-Bun
destag youth exchange program. We 
intend to follow up with the Appro
priations Committee to see that this 
money actually becomes available for 
this worthy purpose. 

It is only fitting that the Congress 
recognize the tricentennial year by en
acting a program of substance such as 
this-a program which gives the op
portunity to build in much-needed lan
guage training and possibly an orienta
tion experience such as international 
visitors receive. With such a program 
we can begin to address the credibility 
gap which separates us from many 
young Germans, while at the same 
time increasing the pool of Americans 
who know the German language and 
who have experience in that vital 
country. As contemporary German 
studies have languished in the United 
States, enacting this program would 
be truly farsighted, as well as political
ly wise. 

We must realize that spending for 
exchanges is just as much part of our 
national security effort as spending 
for new bombers. In fact, if we do not 
spend for exchanges, we are that 
much more likely to have to use those 
bombers in the future. 

This program is an investment in 
the future-an indication that we take 
the German Bundestag seriously and 
that we will take every step to en
hance the dialog between nations and 
generations. I urge all my colleagues 
to join with me in support of this im
portant tricentennial program, just as 
they did on Senate Joint Resolution 
260. 

The speech requested to be printed 
in the REcoRD is as follows: 

THE HUMAN SmE OF GERMAN-AMERICAN 
RELATIONS 

<By Arthur F. Burns> 
As the Ambassador of the United States in 

the Federal Republic of Germany, I have 
often spoken about the political, economic, 
and security relationships between our two 
countries. This evening I would like to ad
dress a more fundamental theme-the 
human relationship between your country 
and mine. 

We are commemorating this year the 
300th anniversary of the arrival in North 
America of the first permanent immigrants 

from Germany. The 13 Mennonite and 
Quaker families who in 1683 settled in Ger
mantown, now a part of the City of Phila
delphia, came in search of freedom-the 
freedom to pursue their religious beliefs and 
the freedom to seek economic betterment 
for themselves and their children. They 
found both. I dare say that a great majority 
of the forebears of the approximately 60 
million Americans who today claim German 
ancestry came in search of these same ob
jectives-personal freedom and economic 
opportunity. 

Across the centuries, America has been 
identified with these basic human strivings. 
Our Declaration of Independence and our 
Constitution eloquently express these 
ideals, and they have served in all parts of 
the world as a beacon for people seeking a 
new life for themselves-a life that would 
enable them to speak or write freely, to wor
ship God as they saw fit, and to pursue eco
nomic opportunities without being encum
bered by rigid customs or authoritarian 
rule. 

The human significance of the centuries
old stream of immigration to America-at 
first from Western Europe, later from East
em and Southern Europe, still later from 
Latin America, Asia, and other parts of the 
world-can hardly be exaggerated. Ameri
cans may justly note with pride that their 
country has remained a land of hope and 
welcome for uprooted people-that it ac
cepts even at present many more immi
giants than does the rest of the world. Most 
of them still come in search of personal 
freedom and economic opportunity for 
themselves and their children. 

The United States, in tum, has continued 
to benefit from the unceasing flow of immi
grants to its shores. If they caused social 
problems at times, they also ultimately en
riched our industrial, political, and cultural 
life. My country could not have developed 
the way it did, nor become the society that 
it is today, without the moral courage and 
the intellectual and technical skills that 
were continually being brought to us from 
the old world, and particularly from your 
country. 

The names of many of the German immi
grants to America are well known on both 
sides of the Atlantic; and if I mention some 
tonight, they serve only as examples of 
those who have energized American life and 
culture. There is-as the first of these
Franz Daniel Pastorius, the founder of Ger
mantown, a prophetic figure who projected 
a clear vision of the kind of country that 
the United States was to become. In advo
cating the separation of church and state, 
tolerance of religious and ethnic diversity, 
and the abolition of slavery, he was well 
ahead of his time. Another was William Rit
tenhouse, a minister and papermaker from 
Muehlheim on the Ruhr, whose great 
grandson, David Rittenhouse, served as the 
first director of the United States Mint and 
achieved lasting fame as a mathematician, 
Astronomer, and inventor. Thomas Jeffer
son was moved to say of him: "he has not 
indeed made a world, but he has intimately 
approached nearer its maker than any man 
who has lived." There was the printer, jour
nalist, and publisher-Christopher Saur, 
who was the first to print the Bible in a Eu
ropean language in America. A more famous 
immigrant was John Peter zenger, who is 
still known in the United States as the 
"patron saint" of freedom of the press. And 
there was Hans Nikolaus Eisenhauer, an im
migrant from Eiterbach, in what is now 
Southern Hesse, who arrived in America in 

the middle of the 18th century. achieved 
neither wealth nor fame, but became the 
ancestor of Dwight David Eisenhower-the 
34th President of the United States. 

And, if I may continue, there were also 
the heroes of the Revolutionary War
Johann de Kalb and Friedrich Wilhelm von 
Steuben; the political thinkers and reform
ers-Friedrich Hecker, Carl Schurz, John 
Altgeld, and Robert Wagner; the bridge 
builder--John Augustus Roebling; the organ 
builder-Henry Steinway; the business
men-John Jacob Astor and Levi Strauss; 
the artists-Emanuel Leutze and Albert 
Bierstad; the political cartoonist--Thomas 
Nast; the musicians and composers-Leo
pold Damrosch, Arnold Schoenberg, Bruno 
Walter, Kurt Well; the linguist--Maximilian 
Berlitz; the banker and philanthropist-
Paul Moritz Warburg; the theologian-Paul 
Tillich; the architects-Ludwig Mies van der 
Rohe and Walter Gropius; the scientist-
Albert Einstein; the writers-Thomas Mann 
and Hannah Arendt; and-to round out this 
illustrative list--your friend and mine, 
Henry Kissinger. Where would America be, 
or for that matter where would the world 
be, without the momentous contributions of 
these German immigrants: 

These people, their children, and their 
children's children-the 60 million Ameri
cans who claim German antecedents
forged the chain that linked our two soci
eties. These links had nothing to do with 
political treaties, security arrangements, or 
trade agreements. Indeed, they survived 
severe strains in the political relationship 
between our countries-even two terrible 
wars. Perhaps the best example of the 
strength and durability of these human ties 
is the speed and commitment with which 
the people of my country devoted them
selves to assisting the German people after 
World War II. 
It was primarily the interaction between 

our two peoples that brought democracy 
and physical reconstruction to the Federal 
Republic and established the partnership 
between our two societies that exists today. 
To be sure, the Marshall Plan was a critical 
instrument in rebuilding West Germany's 
shattered economy. The North Atlantic 
Treaty provided the essential guarantee of 
security against aggression. Other actions
such as the Berlin airlift--further showed 
the resolve of the United States to share in 
the protection of the young democracy that 
had risen from the ashes of World War II. 
But the driving force of all these salutary 
political developments was the human net
work created by the millions of Americans 
of German descent, by the numerous 
German refugees who reached our shores in 
the 1930s, by the hundreds of thousands of 
German prisoners of war who lived for 
years in the United States, by the tens of 
thousands of Americans and Germans who 
cooperated in rebuilding the democratic so
ciety which the Federal Republic is today, 
and by the legion of Fulbright scholars and 
exchange students. It was their interaction 
that formed the foundation of the partner
ship between our two countries-a partner
ship that has proved strong enough to with
stand all sorts of temporary economic irrita
tions and political differences. 

These Americans and Germans who lived 
and worked together came to understand 
and appreciate one another. They knew or 
soon learned that they were bound together 
by shared values and convictions-by re
spect for human rights, by faith in democra
cy, by devotion to the rule of law. And they 
transmitted these insights to those of their 
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countrymen who had no direct involvement 
with people of the other nation. But by the 
late 1960s and early 1970s this creative gen
eration of Germans and Americans gradual
ly moved out of positions of leadership and 
influence. The network of human relation
ships that had so closely linked our societies 
thus became looser. The generation taking 
their places had no similar formative experi
ences, and as a result it had a less personal 
commitment to the German-American rela
tionship. 

In recent years the tight net of shared 
values between our two peoples has been 
sagging, in part because we are now less inti
mately involved with each other. At the 
same time, other developments began to 
cloud the optimistic mood, especially of 
young people, in our countries. Among these 
was the diminished lustre of the noble 
dream of a united Europe, the persisting 
hunger and despair in many of the less de
veloped parts of the world, the Vietnam 
War in which the United States had unfor
tunately become entangled, the civil rights 
turmoil in my country, the enormous Soviet 
military build-up during the 1970s in the 
face of a proclaimed detente, .the political 
adventures of the Soviets in Asia and Africa 
and their invasion of Afghanistan, the sup
pression of the newly achieved freedom of 
speech and assembly in Poland, the ramp
ant inflation and rising unemployment in 
the Western world, and-not least impor
tant--the growing feeling in the Federal Re
public that its "Wirtschaftswunder" had 
come to an end. 

All these factors, while not directly involv
ing the German-American relationship, 
have cast their shadow upon it. It is an ines
capable fact that the relationship between 
our two peoples has become less close. The 
educational system, which could have par
tially replaced the loss of direct personal ex
perience between Germans and Americans, 
has failed us. The new generation has not 
been well served by the slight attention of 
our schools to the teaching of history, 
ethics, and the principles of our Western 
civilization. 

Human understanding is always imper
fect. That is man's lot on earth. We know 
this from our daily lives. Parents do not 
always understand their children, or chil
dren their parents. So it is also between hus
bands and wives, between employers and 
their workmen, between landlords and ten
ants, between bankers and borrowers, be
tween professors and students. But if misun
derstandings exist within our families, 
schools, and workshops, they have much 
greater opportunity to arise-and even 
flourish-among nations, since differences 
of history and language conspire with limit
ed direct contacts between peoples to breed 
misunderstanding and at times, unfortu
nately, even mistrust. Foreign service is no 
longer an entirely new career for me: I am 
now well into the second year of my ambas
sadorship to your country. But I must con
fess that I still continue to be astounded by 
the strange opinions that highly placed Eu
ropeans now and then express about the 
United States, and-I should add-vice 
versa. Is there any wonder, then, why many 
of the young people in your country and 
mine have so little understanding of one 
another's society? 

I have spent many hours with young 
people in your country, as I previously did 
in mine. I admire their intelligence, their 
ideallsm, their horror of armaments, and 
their sympathy for the downtrodden. But I 
am also appalled by the ignorance that so 

many of them exhibit of the history even of 
their own country, to say nothing about 
their ignorance of the United States. And I 
am especially troubled by their apparent 
lack of appreciation of what it means to live 
in a democracy. 

It is a puzzling and saddening feature of 
our times that many of our young people, 
perhaps even more so in your country than 
mine, seem unable to differentiate between 
the moral and political order of the West 
and the oppressive totalitarianism of the 
Soviet bloc. After all, the values of Western 
democracies are not abstract or elusive con
cepts. The liberty of the individual to speak, 
write, worship, and assemble with others; 
the equality of all individuals under the law; 
the protection of every citizen against arbi
trary acts of government; the freedom to 
choose among economic, social, and cultural 
alternatives-these basic values of Western 
democracies are practical realities that 
every intelligent person should be able to 
grasp. They certainly are thoroughly under
stood and appreciated by those who live 
under Communist rule and are not able to 
enjoy them. 

The reason that many young people in 
Europe and America take basic Western 
values for granted must be that they have 
never been without them. They do not seem 
to realize that their right to demonstrate 
for a nuclear freeze, their freedom to press 
publicly for unilateral disarmament, their 
right to march against what they consider 
to be wrong American policies in Central 
America-that these privileges are theirs 
under a democratic system that they them
selves must help protect against those who 
would take them away, as they have been 
taken away from both the young and old in 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Afghani
stan, and many other places. Young people 
of average intelligence ought to be able to 
see the difference between the impulses ani
mating America and those governing the 
Soviet Union. They ought to be able to rec
ognize that the invited presence of Ameri
can troops in Europe has the express pur
pose of helping to protect the values of our 
Western civilization, whereas the Soviet 
armies that have willfully occupied Eastern 
Europe for 35 years are there to insure the 
suppression of the freedoms for which their 
citizens yearn to this day. 

The reality and the attraction of our 
Western values, it appears to me, should be 
clear to anyone contemplating the lives of 
the unhappy people under Soviet domina
tion who, whenever possible, have taken to 
voting with their feet because they cannot 
vote any other way. There are millions of 
individuals who have escaped from East 
Germany, Poland, Vietnam, Cambodia, Af
ghanistan, Cuba and other Communist 
countries. But is anyone aware of a flood
or ever of a trickle-of refugees migrating to 
any of these countries? 

The misguided views of young people
and even of some who are not so young-are 
often attributed to the persistence and 
power of Soviet propaganda. I hear this re
peatedly from my business friends. That ex
planation, however, is an escape from reali
ties. The Soviets, to be sure, use every op
portunity to defame our Western societies 
and to disguise the truth about their own. 
But their ability to do so with success de
rives fundamentally from the fact that both 
parents and teachers in out countries have 
failed to impart to children a sufficiently 
sound moral and historical education, so 
that they can appreciate the democratic in
stitutions that they have been fortunate 
enough to inherit. 

To be sure, the democratic systems that 
prevail in Western Europe and in the 
United States have their shortcomings and 
abuses. But what is noteworthy about a de
mocracy is its capacity for improvement and 
renewal. Open criticism, evolution of insti
tutions, and orderly change in the laws gov
erning society are inherent elements of the 
democratic system. The Soviet system. in 
contrast, stifles through terror and repres
sion any attempt of its citizens to change it 
significantly. 

The young people of Western Europe 
must realize that if they wish to preserve 
their liberties, if they wish to enjoy the 
basic rights of a democratic society, they 
must feel part of that system. and they 
therefore must be prepared-if it ever be
comes necessary-even to fight for it. As 
parents, teachers, and politicians, we have 
the resi>onsibility on both sides of the At
lantic to make sure that the democratic 
values that bind us in the North Atlantic Al
liance are understood and appreciated by 
those who follow in our footsteps. 

How can we do that? I come from a back
ground of teaching, and I naturally value 
the benefits of a good education. It is clear 
to me that we must do a far better job of 
educating our young people in ethics, histo
ry, languages, and politicial science. This re
quires, among other things, that we be more 
alert as parents and teachers to the inad
equacies of our formal educational appara
tus, particularly the gymnasia in your coun
try and the high schools in mine. The text
books used in both German and American 
schools are often obsolete, and for that 
reason alone tend to convey serious misin
formation about our respective countries. 
Teachers of history and political science 
have a special obligation to be objective and 
up-to-date. They can be aided in fulfilling 
this responsibility by an educational system 
that encourages and rewards those teachers 
who diligently continue their own educa
tion. 

I also have a background in international 
finance. It is for me a familiar territory of 
relative order and predictability. Interna
tional politics and diplomacy, on the other 
hand, are a new discipline for me. I find it a 
universe inordinately filled with gossip, 
emotion, and even suspicion-a world in 
which perception of facts often obscure the 
facts themselves. This, I readily admit, is 
the situation in my country as it is in yours; 
and I recognize that an ambassador must do 
what he can to clear out this underbrush of 
emotion and faulty perception that at times 
disturbs the relationship between his gov
ernment and the government to which he is 
accredited. 

The achievement, however, of true under
standing between any two governments de
pends fundamentally on the kind of rela
tionship that exists between their peoples, 
rather than on foreign ministers or ambas
sadors. Governments in democratic coun
tries are inevitably influenced by, and to a 
considerable degree they even echo, the 
thinking of their citizens. It is therefore 
highly important that improvements in our 
respective educational systems be supple
mented by a vastly greater network of per
sonal contacts between the peoples of our 
two countries. Bringing about better under
standing of our respective institutions of 
work and play, of life in our homes and 
communities, and of the aspirations and 
fears of our people should be our mutual 
goal. I know of no other way of re-establish
ing the camaraderie and understanding that 
existed between Americans and Germans 
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after World War 11-a camaraderie that 
forged the partnership between our govern
ments in furthering peace and protecting 
freedom. 

A dramatic expansion is now needed of 
programs under which Americans can study, 
teach, or work for some time in your coun
try, while Germans become correspondingly 
involved in my country. To accomplish this, 
both our countries will have to devote larger 
resources-in manpower and in private and 
public financing-to human contacts and 
exchanges. I am told that the United States 
Government now spends about $115 mlllion 
per year on its human exchanges with other 
nations, and that only a small part of that 
sum is devoted to West Germany. Private 
spending on exchange activities is much 
larger, but I am convinced that neither pri
vate nor public financing of this vital effort 
is nearly large enough. I would hope that 
five years from now the American Ambassa
dor will be able to report to you that the 
moneys devoted by his country to exchange 
programs with other nations, and particu
larly with the Federal Republic of Germa
ny, have increased at least tenfold. That is 
how essential I consider these exchanges to 
the freedom, security and prosperity of the 
Western world 

Let me now tum more specifically to the 
exchange activities between our two coun
tries that I have in mind. At present, vari
ous academic exchanges under private aus
pices are being supplemented by an academ
ic exchange program conducted jointly by 
the governments of the United States and 
the Federal Republic. This program had its 
origin many years ago when an American of 
vision, Senator J. William Fulbright of Ar
kansas, became concerned about an intellec
tual gap and proceeded to deal with it by 
sponsoring an educational exchange pro
gram between the United States and other 
countries. Its purpose was cogently de
scribed by the Senator when he wrote some 
years later: "Perhaps the greatest power of 
educational exchange is the power to con
vert nations into peoples and to translate 
ideologies into human aspirations. I do not 
think educational exchange is certain to 
produce affection between peoples, nor 
indeed is that one of its essential purposes; 
it is quite enough if it contributes to the 
feeling of a common humanity, to an emo
tional awareness that other countries are 
populated not by doctrines that we fear but 
by individual people-people with the same 
capacity for pleasure and pain, for cruelty 
and kindness as the people we were brought 
up with in our own countries." 

Since its inception the Fulbright ex
change program has enabled about 130,000 
Americans and citizens of other countries to 
study, teach, or do research abroad, and 
thereby improve understanding between 
and among peoples of different countries. 
The highly successful American-German 
educational exchange program is a good ex
ample. At the outset it was entirely financed 
by the United States, but in time the 
German Government became so convinced 
of its utWty that it now contributes nearly 
three-fourths of the total annual cost. This 
enlightened program deserves increased 
support from my government as well, and I 
am pleased to report that this view is widely 
shared in Washington today. 

There is also a vital need for a greatly ex
panded youth exchange program. Looking 
to the quality of the future leadership of 
our societies, it is obviously important to 
foster sensible dialogue among young people 
at an early stage of their intellectual devel-

opment. Attitudes in both our societies are 
often formed before youngsters reach the 
university level or embark on working ca
reers. In view of that, it would be especially 
useful to provide larger opportunities for 
teenagers-say, those between 16 and 19-to 
spend some time in the partner country. I 
am thinking of stays that would be of suffi
cient duration to enable youngsters to go to 
school, live in a private home, and partici
pate in the community life of the other 
land. A young person who has spent a 
school year or so in the partner country will 
have a real opportunity to learn to under
stand its society. That experience and 
knowledge will stay with him or her over a 
lifetime. I would hardly expect all young 
persons to become enamored of their part
ner country, but their doubts or criticisms 
will at least have been disciplined by some 
first-hand knowledge. 

President Reagan recently announced an 
international youth initiative that focuses 
on this particular need with the vision and 
commitment that characterized Senator 
Fulbright's proposal back in 1946. The par
liaments of both our countries-your Bun
destag and the American Congress-have 
lost no time in endorsing the principle of ex
panding youth exchanges, and both our gov
ernments are already involved in translating 
their parliamentary resolutions into prac
tice. For instance, a plan is being developed 
under which every member of the Bundes
tag and every member of the American Con
gress will have the opportunity to nominate 
a teenager from his or her electoral district 
to spend a school year in the partner coun
try. This project, incidentally, would en
courage our elected political leaders to 
become personally involved in exchange ac
tivities, and it would thus establish proce
dures that should benefit our two democra
cies in the next generations. Not only that. 
It has been observed time and again that ex
change youngsters reinforce the bonds of 
friendship they had formed with their host 
families through their own parents, other 
relatives, and fellow students. We need pre
cisely such a matrix of human contacts to 
rebuild the warm spirit of partnership that 
existed between our two peoples during the 
late 1940s and 1950s. 

Still another exchange activity that can 
yield rich dividends of understanding would 
involve young Germans and Americans who 
have already embarked on their life's work 
in business or farming, as journalists or 
churchmen, as teachers or government offi
cials or trade unionists. They too will even
tually have a role, perhaps even a major 
role of leadership, in our respective soci
eties, and some of them should have the op
portunity to improve their perspective on 
life by working for a time in another coun
try. In response to a wise suggestion by the 
German Government, I am glad to report 
that we in the United States have begun to 
explore ways of cooperating with your coun
try by including working youth in the en
larged exchange activity between our peo
ples that is now being designed-and activi
ty that should involve our homes, schools, 
universities, churches, trades, and profes
sions. It is only by strengthening the human 
relationships between our peoples that we 
can sustain our shared values. 

In concluding this discourse, allow me now 
to summarize my message to you. Effective 
political, economic, and security interaction 
between the United States and the Federal 
Republic of Germany rests on a foundation 
of human relationships between the people 
of your country and mine. Our citizens 

share a set of values that center on personal 
liberty, freedom of choice, and the rule of 
law-values that they have developed over a 
period of three centuries. These values must 
be understood and accepted by our citizenry 
if our political, economic, and security ties 
are to be preserved. In order to understand 
and appreciate these values, our citizens 
must understand each other and each 
others' societies. To accomplish this we need 
to improve our schools and increase ex
changes among our young people. Our two 
countries are fully capable of providing the 
resources to increase youth exchanges mani
fold, thereby avoiding doing too little too 
late. We owe this to ourselves, and we owe 
this to those who will follow in our foot
steps. 

President Reagan recently remarked that 
the best way-in fact the only way-to inter
national peace "is through understanding 
among nations and peoples." I dare say that 
much the same is true of the preservation of 
our Western civilization.• 

A RHODE ISLAND PUBLIC 
SERVANT 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would 
like to share with my colleagues the 
news of a Rhode Island public serv
ant's retirement-a public servant who 
was active in the environmental pro
tection field long before the public was 
aware of the problems caused by pol
lution. 

Mr. Carleton A. Maine, now the as
sistant director for regulation in the 
Rhode Island Department of Environ
mental Management, has worked for 
more than 35 years to help fight water 
pollution. 

He joined the Rhode Island Health 
Department in 1947 and soon became 
chief of the division of pollution con
trol and water supply. He has contin
ued to guide our State's multimillion 
dollar water pollution control program 
since that time. 

Mr. Maine has earned a reputation 
throughout his years of public service 
as a man of intelligence, talent and, 
above all, integrity. He backed up his 
technical knowledge and wise judg
ment with a dedication to doing the 
job right. 

I know that my staff, the staff of 
the Rhode Island Department of Envi
ronmental Management, and the citi
zens of Rhode Island will miss the con
tinuing contributions of such a dedi
cated public servant. I know they join 
me in wishing him well in his retire
ment. 

In this regard, I would like to share 
with my colleagues the news of his re
tirement as reported by the Provi
dence Journal on July 12, 1983. I ask 
that this article be printed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The article follows: 
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[From the Providence Journal, Tuesday, 

July 12, 1983] 
DEM's MAnu: RETIRING AS WATER-CONTROL 

CHIEF 

<By Robert C. Frederiksen> 
PROVIDENCE.-Carleton A. Maine, who has 

guided Rhode Island's multimillion-dollar 
water pollution control program for 35 
years, will retire July 22, the State Depart
ment of Environmental Management said 
yesterday. 

Maine, 58, now assistant director for regu
lation, will be succeeded by Thomas E. 
Wright, chief of the Division of Air Pollu
tion and Hazardous Waste Control, said 
DEM director Robert L. Bendick, Jr. 

Bendick called Maine "one of the state's 
most dedicated and respected public serv
ants," and said, "Over the years, he has 
played a critical role in maintaining and im
proving water quality in Rhode Island. He is 
an irreplaceable volume of technical knowl
edge and wise judgment, and will be 
missed." 

A tall, pipe-smoking man with a warm 
manner and quiet humor, Maine joined the 
state Health Department in 1947 as a sani
tary engineer after graduating from Rhode 
Island State College, now the University of 
Rhode Island. 

He soon became chief of the Division of 
Water Pollution Control and Water Supply, 
with responsibility for overseeing the con
struction of state and local sewers and 
sewage-treatment plants. 

Although happier with blueprints, Maine 
became well versed in dealing with the 
public, politicians and industry and in cut
ting through red tape that slowed and some
times threatened to strangle necessary 
projects. 

He also chafed under Health Department 
regulations that coded the names of pollut
ers. He helped the Journal/Bulletin break 
the code, enabling the newspaper to win a 
suit that opened water pollution records and 
paved the way for opening air pollution 
records. 

Maine's duties broadened after he trans
ferred to DEM when it was created in 1977. 
In his $45,800 job, he supervised the Divi
sion of Land Resources, which handles wet
land alteration permits, and the Division of 
Air Pollution and Hazardous Waste Control, 
as well as the Division of Water Pollution 
Control. He also serves on the New England 
Interstate Water Pollution Control Commis
sion. 

Maine has a reputation for rock-solid in
tegrity, a quality that won the respect of 
others and the affection of his staff. 

Engineers who swore at him over projects 
usually ended up swearing by him, a fact 
the Rhode Island Society of Professional 
Engineers recognized by giving him its Engi
neer of the Year award in 1980. 

Bendick also paid tribute to Wright. 
"We are fortunate to have a highly quali

fied engineer to fill the assistant director's 
position," he said. "Tom has proven techni
cal ability, particularly in the area of toxic 
chemicals about which there is so much 
concern. He also is experienced in dealing 
with the public and industry." 

Wright, 35, who holds a bachelor of sci
ence degree in chemical engineering from 
URI and a master's degree in environmental 
science from West Virginia University, 
Joined the air pollution control division in 
1970. 

He was named chief of the division in 1978 
and remained in that position when hazard
ous waste control was added to it in 1980.e 

DONALD G. HENDERSON 
e Mr. PELL. Mr. President, it was 
with a sense of genuine loss that I 
learned of the death on July 8 of 
Donald G. Henderson at the age of 61. 
Mr. Henderson was a member of the 
nonpartisan professional staff of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations from 
1958 to 1977. He was Deputy Chief of 
Staff for the last 2 years of his service 
to the committee. 

As a staff member of the committee, 
Don was responsible for European af. 
fairs, educational and cultural ex
change programs, and international fi
nancial institutions. He also had staff 
responsibilities for the North Atlantic 
Assembly. He played a central staff 
role in a number of legislative activi
ties. His work was of central impor
tance, for example, in the develop
ment and passage of the Fulbright
Hays Act, which constitutes the basic 
underlaying legislation for ·various 
educational and cultural exchange 
programs. 

Mr. President, I welcomed the assist
ance I received on various issues from 
Mr. Henderson. I found him to be 
warm and unassuming and dedicated 
to truth and accuracy in his work. He 
was able to bring beauty to his writing. 
I think it is quite correct to say he was 
admired and respected by his cowork
ers on the committee staff. 

Mr. Henderson proved himself in 
academia, where he was both a 
Rhodes scholar and a Fulbright schol
ar. Earlier he had distinguished him
self as a soldier. A first sergeant in the 
infantry, he landed with his unit on 
Omaha Beach and fought with his 
comrades until victory was achieved in 
Europe. Fittingly, Mr. Henderson's 
ashes were interred with military 
honors Monday, July 11, at Arlington 
National Cemetery. 

Mr. President, I extend my condo
lences to Mrs. Henderson and to Don's 
children at this time of loss. I ask of 
the Senate that the obituary which 
appeared in the Washington Post be 
included in the RECORD. 

The obituary follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 10, 19831 

D. G. HENDERSON, Ex-DEPUTY CHIEF OF 
SENATE PANEL 

Donald Graham Henderson, 61, who 
served on the staff of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee from 1958 to 1977 and 
was its deputy chief of staff for the last two 
of those years, died of cancer July 8 at 
Circle Terrace Hospital in Alexandria. He 
lived in Alexandria. 

He began his government career in 1952 
with the Central Intelligence Agency, where 
he worked on African and Western Europe
an affairs in its Office of National esti
mates. After joining the Senate committee, 
he also worked on European and African af
fairs, as well as international financial insti
tutions, educational and cultural exchanges 
programs and NATO. 

Mr. Henderson was born in London and 
reared in New York City. He received bache
lor's and master's degrees from the Univer
sity of North Carolina, where he was a 

member of Phi Beta Kappa. He also re
ceived bachelor's and master's degrees from 
Magdalen College, Oxford, where he was a 
Rhodes Scholar. He was a Fulbright Scholar 
at the University of Paris. 

Survivors include his wife of 36 years. 
Alaine Marsh Henderson of Alexandria; a 
son, Geoffrey, of Washington, and two 
daughters, Joyce Henderson of Cairo, and 
Diana Henderson of New York City.e 

TOBACCO PRICE SUPPORT 
FREEZE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House on H.R. 3392. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 
before the Senate the message from 
the House of Representatives an
nouncing its action on an amendment 
of the Senate to H.R. 3392, as follows: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
3392) entitled "An Act to amend the Agri
cultural Act of 1949", with the following 
amendment: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: 

SEC. 2. Section 319 of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1314e) is 
amended in the fourth sentence of subsec
tion <e> by striking out "95 per centum" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "85 per centum". 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
review, under section 22 of the Agricutural 
Adjustment Act, as amended, the effects of 
imports of Burley tobacco on the Depart
ment of Agriculture's Burley tobacco price
support program whenever <1 > the level of 
price support for any crop of Burley tobacco 
is increased by less than 65 per centum of 
the amount that it would have otherwise 
been increased if the level of price support 
would have been determined in accordance 
with section 106(b) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, or <2> stocks of Burley tobacco held 
by producer-owned cooperative marketing 
associations having loan agreements with 
the Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 
20 per centum of the national marketing 
quota proclaimed by the Secretary for any 
such crop of Burley tobacco. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amend
ment to H.R. 3392, request a confer
ence with the House on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses, and that 
the Chair be authorized to appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. 
HELMs, Mr. DoLE, Mr. COCBB.Alf, Mr. 
HUDDLESTON, and Mr. I...BAHY conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am 

told that there is one matter on 
today's calendar that has been cleared 
on both sides for action. I refer to Cal
endar No. 280, and I inquire of the mi
nority leader if he is prepared to con
sider that matter by unanimous con
sent. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that 
matter has been cleared on this side. 
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Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 

leader. 

INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS IN 
CHILD HEALTH 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 111. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution <S.J. Res. 111> express
ing the sense of the Congress with respect 
to international efforts to further a revolu
tion in child health. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations with amend
ments, as follows: 

On page 2, line 11, strike "should", 
through and including "authority on line 
12, and insert "be commended for taking 
steps"; 

On page 3, beginning on line 1, strike "to 
that end should direct", and insert "for di
recting"; 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to speak on behalf of the For
eign Relations Committee in urging 
the support of my colleagues for 
Senate Joint Resolution 111, which 
urges the cooperation of the U.S. Gov
ernment in an international effort to 
implement a revolution in internation
al child health care. The Foreign Rela
tions Committee has reported out 
unanimously this resolution and I 
urge that the Senate do likewise. 

Biomedical research has produced 
much more low-cost and widely use
able vaccines and oral rehydration 
treatment for diarrhea. Developments 
in communications technology have 
vastly increased our capacity to reach 
people. Expansion of social institu
tions has increased the variety of 
health services we can deliver. These 
opportunities hold such exciting prom
ise that many claim for them the same 
potential for dramatic improvements 
in child survival as the "green revolu
tion" had in putting starvation and 
hunger on the defensive in much of 
the developing world. 

Each year, more than 15 million in
fants and small children die painfully 
and needlessly from preventable dis
eases and malnutrition. Last Decem
ber, the United Nations Children's 
Fund <UNICEF> published a report 
entitled "The State of the World's 
Children 1982-83," which describes a 
strategy for reducing the infant mor
tality rate. Developments in biomedi
cal research and in social and commu
nity organization and communications, 
have together made it possible to cut 
the infant mortality rate by at least 
half within a decade. 

By adopting the resolution, the U.S. 
Congress would be the first parliamen
tary body to endorse formally this in
novative strategy which could save the 
lives of up to 20,000 of the 40,000 chil
dren who perish daily around the 
world from malnutrition and disease. 

The resolution does not require the 
expenditure of any additional funds. It 
does call for an expression of will to 
use the resources previously made 
available by this Congress to support, 
promote, and implement the strategies 
outlined in UNICEF's report. 

This health effort has been endorsed 
by numerous heads of major countries, 
including the President of the United 
States. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
reported this resolution by unanimous 
vote, and I urge the Senate to do like
wise. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The amendments to the preamble 
were agreed to. 

The preamble, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The joint resolution, and the pream
ble, as amended, are as follows: 

S.J. RES. 111 
Whereas the report entitled "State of the 

World's Children, 1982-83" of the United 
Nations Children's Fund <hereafter in this 
joint resolution referred to as "UNICEF"> 
offers unprecedented hope for a "revolution 
in child health" which could save the lives 
of up to twenty thousand of the forty thou
sand children who perish daily around the 
world from malnutrition and disease; 

Whereas the techniques involved in this 
health revolution, including oral rehydra
tion home treatment, low-cost vaccines 
which do not require refrigeration, promo
tion of breast-feeding, and use of child 
growth charts to detect malnutrition, are es
timated to cost only a few dollars per child; 
[and] 

Whereas this UNICEF report and the ac
tivities of UNICEF have been widely ac
claimed by the Secretary General of the 
United Nations and the heads of the govern
ments of such countries as the United King
dom, France, Sweden, India, and Pakistan[: 
Now, therefore, be it]; and 

Whereas the President of the United States 
on April18, 1983, has issued a statement en
dorsing this health revolution for children 
and calling on the cooperation of United 
States Government agencies with interna
tional organizations and agencies associat
ed in this effort: Now, there/ore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That it is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1) the techniques articulated by UNICEF 
in its report entitled "The State of the 
World's Children, 1982-1983" represent an 
unprecedented low-cost opportunity to sig
nificantly reduce child mortality and mor
bidity throughout the world, and have the 
full support and encouragement of the Con
gress at a time of economic difficulty and 
constriction for all countries; 

<2> the President [should take all neces
sary steps within his authority] be com
mended for taking steps to promote, encour-

age, and undertake activities to further the 
objectives of the child health revolution and 
[to that end should direct] for directing all 
appropriate United States Government 
agencies, including the Department of 
State, the Agency for International Devel
opment, and the Department of Health and 
Human Services, to support and cooperate 
with UNICEF, the World Health Organiza
tion, the United Nations Development Pro
gram, and other international financial and 
assistance agencies participating in foster
ing this child health revolution; and 

<3> other public and private organizations 
involved in health, education, finance, labor, 
communications, and humanitarian assist
ance should cooperate with and support the 
efforts of the United States to further the 
objectives of the child health revolution. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
joint resolution was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY 

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF CERTAIN 
SENATORS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that today, after 
the recognition of the two leaders 
under the standing order, the follow
ing Senators be recognized on special 
orders of not to exceed 15 minutes 
each: Senators CoHEN, DANFORTH, and 
BINGAMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR THE TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that after the exe
cution of the special orders any time 
remaining between that time and 11:30 
a.m. be devoted to the transaction of 
routine morning business in which 
Senators may speak for not more than 
3 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR RESUMPTION OF CONSIDERATION OF 

S. 675, OMNIBUS DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS, 
1984 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 11:30 a.m. 
today the Senate resume consideration 
of S. 675. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
no further business to transact. I be
lieve the minority leader has already 
indicated he has nothing further to 
address to the Senate. 

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I, there

fore, move, in accordance with the 
order previously entered, that the 
Senate now stand in recess until the 
hour of 10 a.m. today. 
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The motion was agreed to; and at 

12:35 a.m., the Senate recessed until 

today, Thursday, July 14, 1983, at 10 

a.m.


NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 

the Senate July 13, 1983:


THE JUDICIARY 

Kenneth W. Starr, of Virginia, to be U.S. 

circuit judge for the District of Columbia 

Circuit vice George E. MacKinnon, retired.


IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States 

Code, section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Clarence E. McKnight, Jr.,      

       , U.S. Army. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 13, 1983: 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

John J. O'Donnell, of the District of Co- 

lumbia, to be an A ssistant Secretary of 

Labor. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 

David M. Abshire, of Virginia, to be U.S.


Permanent Representative on the Council 

of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,


with the rank and status of Ambassador Ex-

traordinary and Plenipotentiary.


The above nominations were approved 

subject to the nominees' commitment to re- 

spond to requests to appear and testify 

before any duly constituted committee of 

the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Delbert L. Spurlock, Jr., of Virginia, to be 

an Assistant Secretary of the Army. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code,  

section 601, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States


Code, Section 601:


To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Edgar A. Chavarrie,         

    FR, U.S. Air Force. 

The following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Winston D. Powers,         

    FR, U.S. Air Force. 

The following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Richard K. Saxer,         

    FR, U.S. Air Force. 

IN THE ARMY


The following-named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in the grade indicated 

under the provisions of title 10, United 

States Code, section 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Julius W. Becton, Jr.,         

     (age 56), U.S. Army. 

The following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States 

Code, section 601: 

To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Charles W. Bagnal,        

    , U.S. Army. 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in the grade indicated 

under the provisions of title 10, United 

States Code, section 1370. 

To be vice admiral 

Vice Adm. Edward C. Waller III,        

    /1310, U.S. Navy.


IN THE AIR FORCE


Air Force nominations beginning Charles


P. Hatsell, and ending David E. Williams,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of June 13, 1983.


Air Force nominations beginning Glen W.


Alexander, and ending Galen S. Woolley,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of June 13, 1983.


Air Force nominations beginning Louis W.


Adams III, and ending Alfonso Villamizar,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD of June 13, 1983.


Air Force nominations beginning John N.


Rogerson, and ending Kevin P. Yakuboff,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the


CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD
of June 13, 1983.


Air Force nominations beginning Robert


F. Ackerman, and ending Howard M. Rich-

ardson, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD of 

June 13, 1983.


Air Force nominations beginning Edward


F. Augustyniak, Jr., and ending Robert G.


Zerull, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD of 

June 13, 1983.


Air Force nomination of Erwin J. Rokke,


which was received by the Senate and ap-

peared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of


June 20, 1983.


IN THE MARINE CORPS


Marine Corps nominations beginning


Keith W. Daniel, and ending Timothy V.


Shindelar, which nominations were received


by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD of June 13, 1983.


IN THE NAVY


Navy nominations beginning David John


Abbott, and ending William Leighton Davis,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD of June 16, 1983.
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